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The purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship between effective school characteristics and 
student achievement after the first year of implementing a 
school improvement project. The intent of this study was 
to analyze what occurred in terms of processes and products 
and to compare changes in school characteristics and 
student 
changes 
achievement in the treatment schools 




1. Was there a difference in the treatment group and in 
the control group in changes in effective school 
characteristics: environment, goals, leadership, 
expectations, time-on-task, monitoring student pro-
gress, and home/school relations? 
2. Was the treatment group more successful than the 
control group based on student achievement of the 
basic skills? 
i 
3. What was the relationship between effective school 
characteristics and student achievement? 
The study encompassed the use of an experimental 
design and employed techniques of ethnographic studies. 
Each group, treatment and control, consisted of three 
schools that were matched on socio-economic status and on 
student achievement. Six principals, 150 teachers, and 
2,228 students were involved in the study. The treatment 
consisted of leadership training on effective school 
characteristics, the development and implementation of a 
school-based improvement plan, and staff development. The 
Connecticut · School Effectiveness Questionnaire, the 
California Achievement Test, and observed behavior were 
used as measurement tools. Data collected on thirty-five 
variables were subjected to t-tests, correlations, and 
factor analysis. 
The results of the study appear to warrant the 
following conclusions: 
1. The DeKalb County school-based model was successful in 
improving effective school characteristics in the 
treatment group. The treatment was highly related to 
each of the following effective school characteristics: 
environment, goals, leadership, expectations, time-on-
task, monitoring student progress, and home/school 
relations. This finding was verified by observed 
behavior. The control group did not show significant 
ii 
improvement in any of the seven effective school 
characteristics. 
2. There was no significant relationship between the 
treatment and student achievement gains in mathematics 
and in reading when gains were disaggregated by 
individual students. 
3. There was a significant relationship between achieve-
ment gains in reading and in mathematics in the 
treatment group when gains were aggregated. 
4. There was a moderately significant relationship between 
mathematics gain and reading gain. 
5. The treatment group was successful in improving the 
achievement of students in each quartile. The control 
group was successful 
scores of students in 





second, and third 
in improving the 
achievement of students in the fourth quartile. 
6. There was no significant relationship between student 
achievement and each of the following characteristics: 
environment, goals, leadership, expectations, time-on-
task, monitoring student progress, and home/school 
relations. 
7. The characteristics impacted the most during the first 
year of implementation were leadership, time-on-task, 
monitoring student progress, and goals. 
8. The pretest characteristics that showed high 
relationships with each of the posttest characteristics 
iii 
were environment, expectations, and home/ school 
relations. 
9. A high relationship was evidenced between pretest 
achievement and posttest achievement in mathematics 
and in reading. Reading achievement was also related 
to mathematics achievement. 
10. When socio-economic status, sex, and grade were con-
trolled, no significant relationship existed with any 
of the other thirty-two variables used in this study. 
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One of the greatest challenges facing educators 
today is how to provide an effective and equitable quality 
education for all students. The relatively poor achieve-
ment of low-income and/or minority children has tradition-
ally been attributed to deficits in the students' personal, 
family, or cultural characteristics. However, the current 
emphasis on basic skills and minimal competency testing in 
the nation's elementary and secondary schools underscores 
a belief in and a concern for public education. The belief 
is that all but clearly exceptional students should be 
able to acquire a repertoire of basic skills and minimal 
competencies during the course of schooling. 
Recent studies have focused on the identification 
of schools that were effective in teaching basic skills to 
poor and minority students. Studies by McCarthy and 
Clark, 1 Brookover and Lezotte, 2 and Edmonds and 
loennis P. McCarthy and Terry Clark, School 
Im rovement Pro'ect: Second Annual Process Evaluation (New 
York: New York Public City Schools, 1981 • 
2wilbur B. Brookover and Lawrence w. Lezotte, 
Chan es in School Characteristics Coincident with Changes 




Frederiksen3 have identified schools that have been 
instructionally effective for low-income and minority 
children. The characteristics identified in these studies 
define an instructionally effective school and provide 
insight into policies, practices, and instructional 
behaviors which produce programs that have been successful 
in educating less advantaged children. An effective 
school has been defined as "one in which children of the 
poor acquire minimal mastery of basic skills that presently 
describes minimally successful pupil performance for the 
children of the middle class. "4 In an instructionally 
effective school, the distribution of low-income children 
who have acquired those basic skills that are prerequisites 
for success at the next level is comparable to the 
distribution of the skill acquisition characteristics of 
middle-income students. 
The DeKalb County School System has implemented a 
five-year effective school project. This project advocates 
a school-based approach that helps each school examine 
itself introspectively, in relation to school effectiveness 
characteristics, and then develop a plan for improvement. 
The program is based on the premise that school improvement 
3Ronald Edmonds and John R. Frederiksen, Search 
for Effective Schools: The Identification and Analys1 s of 
City Schools That Are Instructionally Effective for Poor 




is a process that integrates the democratic principles of 
participation in decision making with the social science 
research regarding instructionally effective schools. Six 
elementary schools are involved in the project, with three 
schools serving as experimental schools and three schools 
serving as control schools. The responsibility invested 
in schools to educate children makes it crucial that 
techniques be developed and employed to identify, monitor, 
and evaluate school progress. More importantly, however, 
is the need to show a composite view of how one would 
operationalize the effective school criteria in daily 
activities. Therefore, documentation of the change 
process becomes essential so that successful practices can 
be examined and replicated in other schools. The intent 
of this study was to add to the body of literature by 
examining the implementation stage of the DeKalb County 
Effective School Project in terms of changes in school 
characteristics and student achievement. 
Background Information 
The prospects for educational improvement appear 
greater now than at any time in the history of public 
education. Throughout generations, school has been 
considered effective if students achieve. This is the 
primary goal of schooling. Researchers have long sought 
to identify those school factors important to student 
achievement. In order to establish the basis for this 
4 
study, it is n~cessary to distinguish between two different 
research traditions: the study of effective schools and 
research on school effects. Initial "effective schools" 
research attempted to uncover important differences among 
schools by first identifying and then investigating those 
"maverick" schools that were successful beyond expecta-
tions. Weber's study of four inner-city successful schools 
set the stage for "effective schools" studies that used 
observational, case study methodology. 5 
Research on school effects is conceptually related 
to studies of effective schools, but differs in style and 
substance. 6 The tradition of school-effects research 
that followed the lead of James Coleman7 has established 
the following: (1) home background is the principal 
school-level predictor of school achievement, and (2) there 
is relatively little variance in average test scores among 
schools, after controlling socio-economic and aptitude 
differences. This belief was echoed by Furves and Levine, 
Averch, and Jencks, whose findings suggested that variation 
5George Weber, "Inner-City Children Can Be 
Taught to Read: Four Successful Schools" (Washington, D.C.: 
Council for Basic Education, 1971). 
6oavid Clark, Linda Lotto, and Terry Astute, 
"Effective Schools and School Improvement: A Contrast 
Between Two Lines of Inquiry," Educational Administration 
Quarterly (Summer 1984). 
7James s. Coleman et al., Equality of Educational 
Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: u.s. Office of Education, 
National Center for Educational Statistics, 1966). 
5 
in what children learn in school is dependent on what they 
bring to school, and that family background is the greatest 
. 1 f . t' . h' t 8 s 1ng e cause o var 1a 1ons 1n ac 1evemen • This theory 
has become known as the cultural deficit theory. 
In disagreement with this theory, researchers 
pointed out that educators' perceptions of low-income 
students may be more destructive than students' actual 
environmental handicaps. Authors of the effective school 
research are in opposition to the "schools-don't-make-a-
difference" interpretation. According to Edmonds, 
"repudiation of the social science notion that family 
background is the principal cause of pupil acquisition of 
basic school skills is prerequisite to successful reform 
of public schools for children of the poor."9 
School effectiveness has at its core goals of 
social justice and equality. It focuses on increasing the 
achievement of children who are least well served by the 
public schools--children who are poor, black, Hispanic, or 
of other minority or immigrant groups. This movement has 
a research base which focuses on those things that can be 
changed as opposed to dwelling on societal conditions 
Be. s. Furves and D. U. Levine, Educational 
Folic and International Assessment (Berkeley: McCutchan, 
1975 : A. H. Averch et al., How Effective Is Schoolin? A 
Critical Review and S nthesis of Research Findin s Santa 
Monica: Rand, 1972 : C. S. Jencks et al., Inequality: A 
Reassessment of the Effects of Famil and Schoolin in 
America New York: Basic Books, 1972 • 
9Edmonds and Frederiksen, Search. 
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beyond the control of those working to improve schools. 
In essence, this is the school deficit theory. 
School effectiveness is a movement for reform 
based on research that shows what school practices can 
help to "beat the odds" with respect to pupil achievement 
and pupil progress toward mastery of basic skills. 10 
According to the cultural deficit theory, the higher a 
child's socio-economic status, the higher will be the 
level of readiness, the faster the progress toward mastery 
of basic skills, and the higher the level of educational 
attainment. This is further supported by Weaver's finding 
that the best predictor of pupil achievement level is the 
educational level of the pupil's mother • 11 However, in 
the school deficit theory, the school is responsible for 
the conditions that determine student achievement. Data 
will show that "all students evidence an acceptable minimum 
mastery of those essential basic skills that are pre-
requisite to success at the next level of schooling."12 
According to Edmonds, "Professionals should stop 
using the st~dent's home environment as an excuse for poor 
academic achievement, but instead help to understand the 
lOLawrence Lezotte, "Effective Schools Research 
and Its Implications," Citizen Action in Education 9 (June 
1982): 10-11. 
llw. T. Weaver, The Contest for Educational 
Resources : A Dynamic The or y~;..;;o;...,f,...-.:,E,.;;q..;;;u;;..;i;;.;t;;..;y;;;,..;;;._(.,..,L,..;e=x=..i-n-g-=t~o:;;..n=: ;:;.;;:0,;=..:. =c:;;;:... 
Heath, 1982), p. 35. 
12Lezotte, "Effective Schools Research." 
7 
real importance of classroom environment and one's teaching 
activities."13 Therefore, in an ideally effective 
school, the distribution of achievement would not mirror 
the distribution of socio-economic status. The distribu-
tion of achievement in the effective school could only be 
predicted on the basis of certain school characteristics. 
The concern that the determinants of student achievement 
were completely outside of the control of the schools was 
unacceptable to many educators. As a result, there emerged 
a substantial body of research that focused .on the 
identification and analysis of instructionally effective 
schools. 
Effective school literature findings emphasize the 
principal's leadership and attention to the quality of 
instruction as being one of the most important variables 
for student achievement. Although school effectiveness is 
the product of a unified effort involving schoolwide 
integration of attitudes, goals, policies, and procedures, 
the principal stands out as being the central force in 
establishing and maintaining a successful operation. 
Essentially, the research has indicated that the actions 
of the designated leaders are crucial to success "because 
they influence the behavior of subordinates and other 
school participants, initiate programs, set policy, obtain 
13Ronald E. Edmonds, "Some Schools Work and More 
Can," Social Policy (March 1978}: 29. 
8 
materials, and provide motivation and support for school 
improvement ... 14 
According to the Fairman and Clark15 model of 
factors contributing to increased organizational produc-
tivity, leadership serves as the foundation of the 
organization. Therefore, the need for strong leadership 
has come to the forefront in an effort to develop school 
improvement plans. 
Need for the Study 
The DeKalb County School System, in its effort to 
improve instruction, appointed a systemwide steering 
committee that was charged with the responsibility of 
developing a proposal for the utilization of the effective 
school research. As a result, an experimental pilot 
program, based on the effective school findings of Wilbur 
Brookover, Ronald Edmonds, and Lawrence Lezotte, was 
implemented during the 1984-85 school year. The purpose 
of this project was to enable individual schools within 
the DeKalb County School System to become effective 
schools as specified by the characteristics of effective 
schools. 
14phi Delta Kappa, 
Succeed? The Phi Delta Ka 
Schools Bloomington: Phi 
Some Urban Schools 
tiona! Urban 
15Marvin Fairman and Elizabeth Clark, 11 Moving 
Toward Excellence: A Model to Increase Student Productiv-
ity, .. National Association for Secondar·y School Principals 
Bulletin (January, 1985), pp. 6-11. 
---------. 
9 
In recent years, great strides have been made 
in identifying characteristics of exemplary schools. 16 
Yet, little research has been devoted to how schools become 
more effective. Research is limited in the examination 
of schools that are systematically trying to improve. 
Causal relationships have not been demonstrated between 
the development of the characteristics and the actual 
achievement of effectiveness. The current research 
enables practitioners to identify effective schools, but 
it does not explain how to make schools become more 
effective. Information is also lacking on the procedures 
followed, the obstacles encountered, and the results 
obtained, both intended and unintended. 17 This study 
sought to investigate this process and add to the research 
on school effectiveness. 
Problem Statement 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship between effective school characteristics and 
student achievement after the first year of implementing a 
school improvement project. The DeKalb County Effective 
School Project served as the basis for this investigation. 
16stewart c. Purkey, 11 Synthesis of Research on 
Effective Schools, .. Educational Leadership (December 1982): 
64-69. 
17Georgia Sparks et al., 11 School Improvement 
Through Staff Development, 11 Educational Leadership (Z.-1arch 
1985): 59. 
10 
The intent of this study was to analyze what occurred in 
terms of processes and products and to compare changes in 
school characteristics and student achievement in the 
experimental schools with those changes in the control 
schools. Therefore, the principal objective of this 
investigation was to study the implementation processes 
employed in the Effective School Project in DeKalb County, 
Georgia. More specifically, the study posed the following 
questions: 
1. Was there a difference in changes· in effective school 
characteristics: environment, goals, leadership, 
expectations, time-on-task, monitoring student 
progress, and home/school relations in the treatment 
group and in the control group? 
2. Was the treatment group more successful than the 
control group, based on student achievement of the 
basic skills? 
3. What was the relationship between effective school 
characteristics and student achievement? 
This chapter has 
investigation. In the 
Effective School Project 
Summary 
provided an overview of this 
introduction, the DeKalb County 
was described briefly. Next, 
background information and the need for the study were 
stated, followed by the problem statement and specific 
research questions. More detailed information on all of 
11 
these topics will follow in later chapters. Chapter II 
of this study presents a comprehensive review of the 
literature that relates to school effectiveness. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter presents a review of selected litera-
ture related to the core elements of this study. The 
literature will be reviewed in three sections. The first 
section relates to the central assumptions of effective 
school research and a chronology of selected tests of 
these assumptions. The second section addresses the 
general characteristics of effective school improvement 
projects. The third section discusses the role of the 
principal in the change process in light of implementing 
effective school characteristics in an individual school. 
Effective Schools 
Edmonds defined an effective school as "one in 
" . 
which the children of the poor are at least as well-
prepared in basic school skills as the children of the 
middle class."1 Lezotte maintained that an effective 
lRonald R. Edmonds, "Effective Schools for the 
Urban Poor," Educational Leadership (October 1979): 23. 
12 
13 
school was "one where the proportion of students from the 
lowest socio-economic class in the school evidenced 
minimum mastery of the essential curriculum in equal 
proportion to the levels of minimum mastery evidenced by 
the higher socio-economic class of the school. " 2 
Instructionally effective schools were discovered by 
researchers looking for exceptions to the general rule 
established by large-scale social science studies that 
family socio-economic status was the principal cause of 
differences in pupil achievement. 
The Coleman report presented findings of a 
national study which concluded that "school brings little 
influence to bear on a child's achievement that is 
independent of his background. " 3 Jencks' study, 
Inequality, further stated that "variations in what 
children learn in school depend largely on variations in 
what they bring to school, not on variations in what 
schools offer them. "4 It was in response to such 
reports that the search for effective schools began. 
2Lawrence W. Lezotte, 
tive Schools and Programs for 
Digest (November 1982): 27. 
"Characteristics of Effec-
Realizing Them," Education 
3James S. Coleman et al., Equality of Educational 
Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: u.s. Office of Education, 
1966), p. 325. 
4christopher S. Jencks et al., Inequality: A 
Reassessment of the Effects of Famil and Schoolin in 
America (New York: Basic Books, 1972 , p. 33. 
14 
The basic tenets of effective schools are outlined 
around three central assumptions: 
1. Schools can be identified that are unusually 
effective in teaching poor and minority children 
basic skills as measured by standardized tests. 
2. Successful schools exhibit characteristics that 
are correlated with their success and that lie 
well within the domain of educators to manipulate. 
3. Characteristics of successful schools provide a 
basis for improving schools not deemed to be 
successful.s 
For many years the coincidence of low socio-economic 
status and low academic achievement had been generally 
accepted as a causal relationship. The relatively poor 
achievement of a large number of low-income and/or minority 
children had been attributed to deficits in the student•s 
individual family or cultural characteristics. However, a 
persuasive body of research posed a challenge to these 
deficiency-based assumptions. Studies by Weber, Brookover 
and Lezotte, and Edmonds and Frederiksen served as 
landmarks in identifying schools that were instructionally 
effective for low-income and minority children. 6 The 
Swilliam Bickel, 
Dissemination, Inquiry, 11 
(February 1983): 305. 
11 Effective Schools: Knowledge 
Educational Leadership 12 
6George Weber, 11 Inner City Children Can Be Taught 
to Read: Four Successful Schools 11 (Washington, D.C.: 
Council for Basic Education, 1971); Wilbur B. Brookover 
and Lawrence W. Lezotte, Changes in School Characteristics 
Coincident with Chan es in Student Achievement (East 
Lans1ng: Mlchigan State Uni vers1 ty, 1979 : and Ronald R. 
Edmonds and John R. Frederiksen, Search for Effective 
Schools: The Identification and Analysis of City Schools 
That Are Instructionally Effective for Poor Children 
(Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduct-ion Service, ED 170 
396, 1979). 
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central theme in these findings was despite the obvious 
benefits of class, some schools do make a difference. 
These studies documented that differences among schools 
made a difference in the achievement of students in the 
basic skills. 
This discovery was made possible by methodological 
paradigm shifts. Researchers began asking different kinds 
of questions about the data on student achievement and 
about the phenomena of student achievement levels and 
progression in schools. The 11 search-for-effective-schools 11 
accepted the fact that class correlates with student 
achievement. What it did not clarify was whether low 
achievement was a result of what lower SES students are 
like or whether low achievement was a result of what 
schools serving lower class pupils are like. The question 
was: 11 Are class differences in achievement the result of 
students• characteristics or of a school's characteristics? 
This issue was explored by investigating intra-socio-
economic group differences in achievement ... ? 
Weber, a pioneer in the effective school movement, 
set out to discover it if were possible for inner-city 
schools to teach basic skills successfully. His research 
was restricted to elementary inner-city schools that were 
eligible for Title I funds. Two criteria for effectiveness 
7Institute for Responsive Education, A Citizen's 
Notebook for Effective Schools (Boston: Institute for 
Responsive Education, 1985), p. 14. 
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were established: a national grade-norm median achievement 
test score and a low number of gross reading failures. 
Nominations for schools meeting the previous criteria were 
sought on a nationwide scale. Seventeen schools were 
visited, but only four schools met both criteria. The 
exclusive characteristics of the four effective schools 
were strong instructional leadership, high expectations, 
an orderly environment, a focus on pupil acquisition of 
basic skills, and a reinforcement of that focus through 
careful and frequent evaluation of pupil progress. 8 
Although Weber • s study has received much criti-
cism, 9 in terms of controlling for SES and reliability 
of data collectors, it is noteworthy because it estab-
lished a departure from the Coleman postures and provided 
an approach for "outlier" methods that viewed statistical 
exceptions and differentiated them from others. 
A more precise way of addressing the original 
question as to whether schools make a difference is to 
compare schools that serve similar populations but have 
dissimilar pupil achievement results. This approach was 
brought to the forefront in a study conducted by the New 
York Office of Education. Two city schools were examined 
to determine what school factors influenced reading 
Bweber, "Inner City Children." 
9John H. Ralph and James Fennessey, "Science or 
Reform: Some Questions About the Effective Schools Model," 
Phi Delta Kappan (June 1983): 689-694. 
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achievement. These schools were selected from a total 
population of twelve New York City schools identified as 
serving low SES students and having either high or 
low reading achievement scores. Reading achievement 
patterns had been established over a three-year period on 
both a state-adopted criterion-referenced test and the 
Metropolitan Achievement Test. A team of educational 
evaluators visited each of the twelve schools. Based on 
their report, two schools, one high achieving and one low 
achieving, were selected for the study. Textbook tests 
were administered as a check on achievement differences 
between the two schools. Significant differences were 
found on these measures at the fourth and sixth grade 
levels, but not at the second grade level. These results 
were attributed to the program's having a different impact 
on pupil achievement over a period of time. 10 
The California School Effectiveness Study 
paralleled the studies of both Weber and the New York 
Performance Review11 but was more extensive and more 
rigorous. Twenty-one pairs of schools were matched on the 
basis of pupil characteristics. The schools differed only 
lONew York State Office of Education, School 
Factors Influencin Readin Achievement: A Case Stud of 
Two Inner City Schools Albany, N.Y.: ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service, ED 089 211, 1974}. 
!!california State Department of Education, 
California School Effectiveness Study: The First Year 
1974-75 (Sacramento: California State Department of 
Education, 1977): Weber, "Inner City Children": New York 
State, School Factors. 
18 
in pupil performance on standardized tests. The pairs 
were studied in order to identify those variables 
responsible for the difference in student achievement. 
The factors that differentiated the effective from the 
less effective schools were an atmosphere conducive to 
learning, teacher support from principal, principal's 
impact on decision making, monitoring of student progress, 
d h . h' t 12 an emp as1s on ac 1evemen • 
A study by Ellis attempted to discover whether 
effective schools existed in Massachusetts and what 
program characteristics they might possess. The study 
involved twenty public inner-city elementary schools that 
were visited, observed, and characterized. Selection of 
schools was based on standardized tests of reading 
achievement administered to sixth-grade students. The 
average performance of the students in ten of the schools 
placed them at or above the national norm for that grade 
level. In the other ten schools, the students had reading 
scores which averaged a year below national norms in grade 
equivalent seores. 13 
Each successful school was matched with an 
unsuccessful school. Teams of experts visited each school. 
The data collected on the school programs were designed to 
12california State, School Effectiveness. 
13Allen B. Ellis, Success and Failure: A Summary 
of Findings and Recommendations for Improving Elementary 
Read in in Massachusetts Cit Schools (Watertown: Educa-
tional Research Corporation, 1975 • 
............ -----------------------
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relate to one of eleven factors: leadership, coordination, 
additional reading personnel, atmosphere, individualiza-
tion, evaluation, expectations, strong emphasis on reading, 
staff training and experience, and quality of teaching. 
Based on analysis of ratings, Ellis identified four types 
of schools. The schools that were high on achievement and 
high on other factors were found to be low in individual-
ization and high on teaching quality. Schools that were 
low in achievement but high on other factors were found 
to be high on the quality of teaching factor. Ellis 
hypothesized that the schools in the second category were 
transition schools moving toward effectiveness. 14 
This study represented the first attempt in the 
effective school studies to test systematically a program 
effectiveness variable with a control group. The research 
surmised that there may be a time lag between adoption of 
effective features and effects on student achievement 
levels in transitional schools. 
Wilder conducted an extensive study of compensatory 
reading programs. Using income and minority representation 
as stratifying variables, 741 elementary schools were 
randomly selected from the national sample. Based on the 
information gathered by a survey, 263 schools were selected 
for a second phase of the study. Students in these 
schools were pretested and posttested using a standardized 
14Ibid. 
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reading achievement test and a reading aptitude test. 
Interviews and attendance records at each school were also 
used to compute a measure of effectiveness. 15 
A factor analysis for essential program character-
istics was used to form clusters of schools. Twenty-nine 
of the most effective schools and the least effective 
schools were then visited by a team of researchers. Based 
on the reports of these visits, five of the most effective 
schools were selected for in-depth study. The following 
factors were identified as being important in an effective 
school: reading being identified as an important 
instructional goal, strong instructional leadership, 
attention to the basic skills, and communication of ideas 
across teaching grade levels. 16 
Much of the research on effective schools came 
from the work of Brookover and Lezotte. Their in-depth 
study involved eight Michigan elementary schools, six of 
which were characterized by improving student achievement 
and two of which were characterized by declining student 
achievement. The schools were identified from a statewide 
population using need and achievement as the two basic 
criteria. The schools were characterized as high or low 
need based on the percentage of fourth grade students who 
15Gita Wilder, "Five Exemplary Reading Programs," 
in Cognition, Curriculum and Comprehension, ed. John T. 




successfully mastered the statewide basic skills test. 
Schools were further characterized as improving or 
declining based on the results of the basic skills test. 
Improving schools were characterized by a strong emphasis 
on program goals, high expectations, acceptance of respon-
sibility for learning, more time in direct instruction, 
the principal assuming the role of instructional leader, 
accountability, and dissatisfaction with the status quo. 
The most pervasive finding concerned teachers' and 
principals' attitudes toward student achievement. The 
staff in the declining schools had low opinions of their 
students' abilities, while the staff in the improving 
schools had high opinions of their students' abilities. 17 
Still another study by Edmonds and Frederickson 
used traditional regression analysis in which an array of 
independent variables was tested to see which made a 
difference for the dependent variable, student achievement. 
In the school effectiveness studies, however, the indepen-
dent variables were factors susceptible to change at the 
school building leve1. 18 
Venezky and Winfield set out to discover what 
program factors were related to success in teaching 
reading to disadvantaged students. The major factors 
discovered were curriculum leadership and instructional 
17Brookover and Lezotte, Changes in School. 
18Edmonds and Frederickson, Search. 
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efficiency. In terms of curriculum leadership, the 
influence of the principal on the instructional program 
was found to be strong in the more effective school. The 
principal targeted the reading program as a priority 
concern and set up a high-risk policy as an instructional 
goal. The two aspects of instructional efficiency were 
accountability and consistency. In the more effective 
school, accountability was achieved by grouping, 
monitoring, and coordinating support personnel toward 
student needs. Consistency was achieved through stability 
of program and compatibility across grades with continuing 
progress. 19 
The Phi Delta Kappa study took a different approach 
to the issue of effective schools. The purpose of this 
study was to identify why effective schools appeared as 
they did. Eight midwestern urban school districts were 
invited to participate in the project by contributing a 
case history of an improving school in their district. 
Local teams were formed by each district who identified 
and studied three effective schools. Planning guidelines 
and training sessions were provided for all teams. The 
case studies were structured around four major areas of 
concern: personnel, instructional programs, parent 
involvement, and school environment. In a synthesis of 
19Richard L. Venezky and Linda Winfield, 11 Schools 
That Succeed Beyond Expectations in Teaching Reading, .. 
(Technical Report No. 1, Newark: Department of Educational 
Studies, University of Delaware, 1979). 
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these individual reports, each factor was identified as 
being significant 
schools. 20 
in the development of effective 
Some reservations have been expressed about early 
research on the effective schoo1. 21 One of the major 
criticisms of the effective school literature focuses on 
the small size and narrowness of the studies' sample which 
limits generalizability. Only one of the studies was 
longitudinal. 
Rutter's longitudinal study of twelve London 
secondary schools had similar findings to other studies 
but stressed the school's function as a self-contained 
organization that must develop its own culture or 
ethos. 22 The other studies were largely correlational 
in design and therefore lacked the cause-and-effect 
relationship. 23 Another major concern .with the research 
was the tendency of the researcher to compare exceptionally 
poor schools to exceptionally good schools. Ralph and 
Fennessey stated that the effective school studies often 
20Phi Delta Kappa, Why Do Some Urban Schools 
Succeed? (Bloomington: Phi Delta Kappa, 1980). 
21Brian Rowan, Steven T. Bossert, and David c. 
Dwyer, "Research on Effective Schools: A Cautionary Note," 
Educational Researcher (April 1983): 24-31. 
22Michael Rutter et al., Fifteen Thousand Hours: 
Secondary Schools and Their Effects on Children (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1979). 
23stewart c. Purkey 
"Effective Schools: A Review," 
83 (March 1983): 427-452. 
and Mar shall S • Smith, 
Elementary School Journal 
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fail to measure students• socio-economic standing 
accurately. They also expressed concern about the 
selection of certain grade levels or specific classrooms, 
as opposed to studying total school performance. 24 
These reservations, which suggested that educators 
should approach school effectiveness prescriptions 
cautiously, may have served as motivators for researchers 
and practitioners to learn more about the nature of the 
variables that are associated with effective schools. 
Purkey and Smith later retracted many of their early 
reservations by acknowledging that 11although much basic 
research remains to be done, particularly in terms of the 
relationship between the variables and process of implemen-
tation, existing research is sufficiently consistent to 
guide school improvement efforts. n 25 They attributed 
this retraction to several factors overlooked in earlier 
evaluations and analyses of the research. Mainly, research 
in other areas reached similar conclusions about the 
features of a school culture that are conducive to academic 
success. · 
Research on teacher effectiveness, which is strong 
in methodology, reinforces the findings of the effective 
24Ralph and Fennessey, 11 Science or Reform ... 
25stewart c. Purkey and Marshall S. Smith, 
"School Reform: District Policy Implications of the Effec-
tive Schools Literature, .. Elementary School Journal 85 
(January 1985): 355. 
_........ ...... ---------------------
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schoo1. 26 In addition, literature from other sectors 
confirms many of the ideas embodied in prescriptions found 
in effective school literature. In this regard, Peters 
and Waterman stand out with their focus on the crucial 
impact of workplace culture. 27 Hostetler, using Pearson 
product moment correlations, found a high correlation 
between the basic characteristics of good management, 
identified by Peters and Waterman, and the characteristics 
most often associated with effective schools. Eighty-two 
schools drawn from a nationwide sample of e.ffective 
schools, served as the basis for this study. 28 
As stated earlier, the effective school movement 
is based upon three basic assumptions. 29 The preceding 
review of the literature demonstrates the first two 
assumptions. First, it has been established that schools 
that are successful in teaching the basic skills to poor 
and minority children can be identified. Secondly, the 
literature exhibits that certain characteristics that are 
26Thomas L. Good and Douglas A. Grouws, "The 
Missouri Mathematics Effectiveness Project: An Experimental 
Study in Fourth-Grade Classrooms," Journal of Educational 
Psychology (June 1979): 355-362. 
27Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, In 
Search of Excellence {New York: Harper and Row, 1982). 
28Ronald E. Hostetler, "In Search of Educational 
Excellence: To What Extent Is There Agreement Between 
Leadership Behavior in America • s Best Run Companies and 
America's Most Effective Schools?" (Ed.D. dissertation, 
Ball State University, 1984). 
29Bickel, "Effective Schools." 
............ -----------------------
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correlated with their success are present in these 
schools. The third assumption is that the characteristics 
of effective schools provide a basis for improving schools 
identified as less successful. This assumption is 
addressed in the next section of this review. 
Effective Schools Improvement Projects 
School effectiveness is a reform movement based on 
the research findings of outlier studies discussed in the 
first section of this review. These studies identified 
the characteristics that are evident in exceptional 
schools. Because of the spreading awareness of the 
effective schools studies and the increased demand for 
school improvement, programs utilizing effective school 
research are multiplying. In a background study completed 
for the report A Nation At Risk: The Imperative for 
Reform, 30 researchers reported that there were 2,378 
schools in 875 school districts covering 25 states 
involved in school effectiveness programs. Most of these 
programs had goals that related to improving student 
achievement and behavior, or to improving the general 
characteristics identified in effective schools. 31 Yet, 
30National Commission on Excellence in Education, 
A Nation at Risk: The Im erative for Educational Reform 
Washington, D.C.: u.s. Department of Education, 1983 • 
31Matthew Miles, Eleanor Farrar, and Barbara 
Nuefeld, The Extent of Adoption of. Effective Schools 
(Cambridge: The Huron Institute, 1983). 
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it is important to note that many .. effective school .. 
programs simply do not attend to student outcomes in terms 
of the distribution of achievement. 32 
According to Lezotte and Bancroft, 33 effective 
school improvement programs are built on certain premises: 
1. The primary purpose of schooling is teaching and 
learning. 
2. The basis for assessing school effectiveness is in 
terms. of student outcomes. 
3. The way in which the school district assesses student 
outcomes is indicative of the educational outcomes 
that the school and district value most. 
4. An effective school is able to demonstrate both 
quality and equality in the program outcomes. 
Inherent in the last premise is the belief that quality 
and equality are achieved and maintained only when the 
school improvement effort has been designed to accrue 
benefits for all students. These premises lend support to 
the importance of evaluating and monitoring the extent to 
which school improvement programs benefit all students. 
Many schools have developed improvement programs 
based on models designed as a result of effective school 
32Lawrence W. Lezotte and Barbara Bancroft, 
11 School Improvement Based on Effective Schools Research: A 
Promising Approach for Economically Disadvantaged and 
Minority Students, .. paper presented at the Effective 
Schools Spring Conference, Atlanta, Georgia, 9 May 1985. 
33Ibid. 
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research. In general, three types of programs have 
emerged: ( 1) programs organized and administered within 
schools and school districts, (2) programs administered by 
state education agencies, and (3) programs of research, 
development, and technical assistance. This review draws 
from each of these areas. 
Project RISE (Rising to Individual Scholastic 
Excellence) was initiated in Milwaukee in 1979 in twenty 
schools. This project was funded at the district level. 
The schools had high percentages of ·low-income minority 
students who had low scores consistently on standardized 
achievement tests. Staff development for administrators 
and teachers was designed to assist participants in 
developing individual school improvement plans. These 
staff development activities focused on the five 
characteristics identified by Edmonds 34 as being present 
in instructionally effective schools. Central office 
staff members outlined six elements to provide a framework 
for the development of local school plans. The major 
areas were school climate, curriculum, instruction, 
coordination of supportive services, 
parent and community support. 35 
evaluation, and 
34Ronald E. Edmonds, "Some Schools Work and More 
Can," Social Policy (March 1978): 28-32. 
35Milwaukee Public Schools, Project RISE: A Guide 
to School Effectiveness (Milwaukee: Department of Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education, 1982). 
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By the end of the 1983-84 school year, Project 
RISE had been operating for five years. McCormack-Larkin 
reported that the percentage of students scoring average 
or above average on standardized tests in the project 
schools increased significantly from 55 percent to 75 
percent. Among the RISE schools, several distinguished 
themselves in their exceptional rate of gains and high 
levels of achievement. Changes were reported in the 
following categories: staff attitudes, school management 
and organization, changes in school practices and policies, 
and changes in classroom practices. 36 This project 
added to the body of literature because it served as an 
example of the successful implementation of the school 
effectiveness findings. 
The New York City School Improvement Project (SIP) 
began in 1979 with grants for over a million dollars 
provided by the Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation, 
the New York State Department of Education, and the New 
York Foundation. The major goal of SIP was to help 
participating schools establish school-based planning 
committees that addressed the characteristics of effective 
schools. The SIP staff consisted of two project 
administrators, an evaluation specialist, and twelve 
school liaison personnel. Ten public schools and four 
36Maureen McCormack-Larkin, "Ingredients of a 
Successful School Effectiveness Project, 11 Educational 
Leadership 42 (March 1985): 31-37. 
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nonpublic schools were involved in the project during the 
1979-80 school year. In all but one of the public schools 
less than 40 percent of the students read at or above 
grade level. Participation in the program was voluntary. 
Nine additional schools joined the project in 1980. Seven 
of the ten schools that participated in 1979-80 implemented 
their plans, and three of the schools dropped out of the 
project. 37 
Standardized achievement data collected after the 
first two years of the project indicated the following: 
1. The seven schools that implemented improvement plans 
in 1980-81 showed an average gain of 16 points in the 
percentage of students reading at or above grade level 
between the spring of 1978 and the spring of 1982. 
2. The eight schools that implemented plans during the 
1981-82 school year showed an average gain of 11 
percentage points between spring of 1980 and spring of 
1982. 38 
The Connecticut School Effectiveness Project was 
develope~ bY, the Connecticut State Department of Education 
in 1980. This project advocated a voluntary school-based 
approach that provided technical assistance by developing 
37Dennis P. McCarthy and Terry Clark, School 
Im rovement Pro'ect: Second Annual Pro ress Evaluation 
New York: New York City Public Schools, August 1981 • 
38Eugene Eubanks and Daniel Levine, 11 A First Look 
at Effective Schools Projects in New York and Milwaukee, 11 
Phi Delta Kappan (June 1983): 697-702 • 
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procedures to assess the status of schools on the following 
characteristics: safe and orderly environment, instruc-
tional leadership, school mission, high expectations, 
opportunity to learn and time-on-task, monitoring of 
student progress, and home/school relations. 39 
Of twenty original schools, six schools withdrew 
during the four years, leaving fourteen schools for the 
evaluation process. The researcher reported some evidence 
to suggest that the principal was the key to the longevity 
of the project. As indicated by the following, it also 
appeared that the principals whose leadership behavior may 
have been challenged the most were least willing to adjust 
to the school effectiveness process: 
1. Two schools dropped out because the principal left. 
2. Three schools dropped out because serious disgagreement 
which could not be resolved arose between the principal 
and staff. 
3. One school dropped out because the principal decided, 
without consultation with staff, to terminate the 
project. 40 
The following conclusions highlight the findings of the 
evaluation: 
1. In mathematics, the proportion of low-income students 
39william J. Gauthier, Jr., Instructionally 
Effective Schools: A Model and a Process (Hartford: Con-
necticut Department of Education, 1983). 
40Ibid. 
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scoring below the 30th percentile on standardized 
tests decreased from 36 percent to 24 percent. 
2. In reading, the proportion of low-income students 
scoring below the 30th percentile decreased from 40 
percent to 32 percent. 
3. Schools that demonstrated the greatest achievement 
gains showed the most progress in the school effective-
ness characteristics. 
4. Changes occurred in the areas of clear school mission, 
home/school partnership, monitoring student progress, 
school safety, and leadership. 
5. More effective communication as a staff goal was 
crucial to the development of collegiality. 41 
This study added to the theory that schools can 
change and that effective school projects can provide the 
vehicle and opportunity for change. It further confirmed 
that change takes time, hard work, and commitment. 
Gauthier stated that the quickest and most 
powerful way to influence student achievement was to deal 
with those variables that were proximate to the instruc-
tiona! setting and to the critical transactions that take 
place between the teacher and student when instruction 
occurs. 42 This finding suggests that one would focus on 
41Raymond 
ation of School 
Technical Report 
Education, 1984}. 
Pecheone and Joan Shoemaker, An Eval u-
Effectiveness Pro rams in Connecticut: 
Hartford: Connect1cut Department of 
42Gauthier, Instructionally Effective. 
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those elements of instruction which would attempt to modify 
teacher expectations, improve classroom instruction, 
monitor student progress, provide increased opportunities 
to learn, increase time-on-task, and employ the elements 
of mastery learning and direct instruction. 
Flaherty developed a process model for obtaining 
teacher input in identifying strengths and weaknesses of 
schools. This model was designed to improve verbal 
communication and team building in schools while aiding in 
the professional development of administrators. Data for 
this study were collected from teachers in Lake Stevens, 
Washinton, using the Perception of Administrative Survey. 
The survey feedback technique was used to give a summary 
analysis to administrators and teachers. Each admini s-
trator was then encouraged to set goals collaboratively 
and to develop action plans for improvement. The study 
concluded that administrators who actively implemented the 
model process had improved scores in the follow-up survey. 
School climate also improved as a result of increasing 
opportunities for teacher input. 43 
Purkey combined a case study at the district level 
with multisite qualitative research across six high 
schools. This study explored' two major issues: First, it 
identified and analyzed central office policies intended 
43John M. Flaherty, "A Cyclical Process Model 
for Obtaining Collaborative Improvement: Survey, Analysis, 
Goal Setting, Evaluating, and Adjustment" (Ed.D. disserta-
tion, Seattle University, 1984). 
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to generate an effective school project: second, it 
examined and compared six of the high schools' written 
improvement plans to thirteen elements of an effective 
school culture.44 
Data collection methods included participant 
observation, structured and unstructured interviews, and 
a survey questionnaire. Findings indicated that the 
central office's policies did not establish the conditions 
deemed necessary for successful implementation of the 
effective school project. Neither the individual school 
improvement plans nor the behavior/organizational charac-
teristics of the sample schools closely reflected the 
thirteen characteristics of an effective school culture. 
However, a strong positive relationship existed among the 
improvement plans' congruence with effective schools 
theory and teachers' perceptions of changes in the school 
(r = • 58), their behavior (r = • 91), and student per-
formance (r = .87). 45 
Martin studied a model to implement effective 
school research in elementary schools in Lee County, 
Florida, using the seven elements identified in the 
Connecticut model. The sample included 4 70 fifth grade 
44stewart C. Purkey, "School Improvement: An 
Analysis of an Urban School District Effective Schools 





students from 18 classrooms in 6 schools. The inter-
vention included inservice education of teachers and 
principals, increased leadership, and monitoring of 
student progress. The average change scale scores on the 
California Achievement Test were calculated from grades 
two through four and compared to the change scores from 
fourth to fifth grade using students' t tests. An 
increase of scale score at the .135 level was not 
significant. However, two schools showed considerably 
higher academic gains than the others. Two schools had 
lower achievement scores and two schools showed minimal 
change. 46 
This study supported the individual unit as a 
culture within its own norms. It further added credence 
to the individual school analysis as well as aggregated 
analysis in effective school projects. .Martin was unable 
to determine the extent of the intervention but recom-
mended that future studies include the personality 
dynamics of the staffs involved. 47 
Moreland conducted a similar study using the 
personality of the principal as an independent variable. 
He used 57 principals and 356 teachers to examine the 
46caroline S. Martin, "A Study of a Model to 
Implement Research Findings to Improve School Effectiveness 
in Terms of Achievement Scores in Six Elementary Schools 
in Lee County, Florida" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
South Florida, 1983). 
47Ibid. 
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relationships among student achievement, effective school 
learning climate factors, and personality types of 
principals. His instruments were the Myers-Briggs Type 
Indicator to determine principals' personality types, the 
School Learning Climate Assessment to measure teachers' 
perceptions of school climate, and the California Achieve-
ment Tests to measure student achievement. Data analysis 
indicated no statistically significant relationships among 
student achievement, total learning climate, and the 
personality types of principals. Relationships were 
established among factors in school learning climate and 
some specific dimensions of personality type, and student 
achievement. 48 
Biggin used the social climate of schools for low 
SES students as a predictor of school effectiveness. He 
used a blind list of five effective and five ineffective 
schools as identified by the Education Quality Assessment 
Inventory ( EQA). The social climates of the ten schools 
were measured using classroom observations in addition to 
student,. teacher, and principal questionnaires. Each 
school's score was ranked in each of twenty-nine measures. 
The five schools with the highest composite rank were 
predicted to be effective. Then the school's EQA scores 
48John Y. Moreland, Jr., "A Study of the Rela-
tionships Among Student Achievement, School Learning 
Climate, and Personality Types of Elementary School 
Principals" (Ph. D. dissertation, Georgia State University, 
1984). 
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were checked to determine the accuracy of the predictors. 
Student social climate measures accurately predicted 
effectiveness in ten out of ten cases. The predictions 
using the total social climate measures were accurate in 
eight out of ten instances.49 These findings showed 
that certain specific social climate measures could be 
used to develop a composite social climate rating to 
predict school effectiveness. 
A comprehensive review of the literature resulted 
in only one study that addressed the interactions among 
variables or processes by which schools move toward 
different levels of school effectiveness. Clauset's 
policy study50 resulted in the development of a theory 
based on the concepts of mastery learning and academic 
learning time. He addressed the general characteristics 
of effective teaching and effective schooling in terms of 
the interactions among the variables by which schools 
become effective. A causal theory was developed for 
understanding the problem, and this theory was used 
to evaluate school improvement policies. The System 
Dynamics method was used to translate theory into a 
computer simulation model to test the theory's internal 
49Robert B. Biggin, Jr., "Evaluating a Method 
for Predicting School Effectiveness" (Ph. D. dissertation, 
University of Pittsburgh, 1982). 
SOKarl H. Clauset, Jr., "Effective Schooling: A 
System Dynamics Policy Study" {Ed.D. dissertation, Boston 
University, 1982). 
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consistency and robustness and the policy trade-offs and 
consequences. 
A simulation model was constructed to represent a 
typical ineffective urban elementary school. Four classes 
of school improvement policies were tested: changing 
student inputs, intensity of instruction, quality of 
instruction, and student behavior. Findings indicated 
that the most effective policies were those which improved 
teacher skills, raised teacher expectations for low 
achievers, and maximized time available for instruction. 
Efforts to improve student behavior directly without 
changing instruction were ineffective. 51 Clauset's 
policy analysis affirms the importance of the basic 
characteristics of effective schools. It also reinforces 
the need for careful monitoring of student outcomes and 
the use of this information to shape instruction. 
In summary, the preceding studies have described 
in detail many of the school improvement projects, models, 
and a simulated theory based on the effective school 
research. These studies support the third assumption that 
findings from earlier outlier studies can provide a 
framework for schools seeking improvement. It has been 
established that some schools experience more success than 
others. Studies that trace change over a period of time 
add knowledge that is beneficial for future projects. 
51 Ibid. 
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These studies indicate that the principal's ability to 
provide leadership in bringing about needed change within 
the school is necessary. Yet, there are limitations in 
the knowledge of the specifics about what makes effective 
schools work when transferring these understandings to 
other settings. Therefore, the final section of this 
review addresses the role of the principal and the change 
process. 
The Principal and the Change Process 
Attention has been given to the various models 
developed to assist administrators when implementing 
school improvement programs. Most of the staff development 
sessions have centered around developing plans based on 
assessment data and school profiles. Yet, little is 
actually known about how these plans become a reality. 
Purkey's research has suggested that there is little 
correlation between implementation plans and the charac-
teristics of effective schools. 52 Other studies cited 
also attribute the success or failure of projects to 
leadership skills. 
Literature on effective schools is replete with 
the need for strong leadership. Effective school 
literature findings emphasize the principal's leadership 
and attention to the quality of instruction as being one 
52Purkey, "School Improvement." 
40 
of the most important variables for student achievement. 
Although school effectiveness is the product of a unified 
effort involving schoolwide integration of attitudes, 
goals, policies, and procedures, the principal is the 
central force in establishing and maintaining a successful 
operation. 53 The actions of the designated leaders are 
crucial to school success "because they influence the 
behavior of subordinates and other school participants, 
initiate programs, set policy, obtain materials and 
financial resources, and provide motivation and support 
for school improvement ... 54 
Huffhine developed a taxonomy of the effective 
principal by synthesizing data from research studies. 
The Social Systems Process Theory of Guba and Getzels was 
used as a rationale for grouping research results into 
sets on the basis of shared characteristics. The 
effective principal was defined as "one who creates an 
environment conducive to the performance of acts by other 
individuals in order to accomplish personal as well 
as institutional goals." 55 Four classes emerged in 
this study: external environment, external reference 
53Barak Rosenshine, Ronald Edmonds, and Peter 
Mortimore, Teacher and School Effectiveness {Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, videotape, 
1983). 
54Phi Delta Kappa, Why Some Schools. 
55Ruth Huffhine, "A Taxonomic Model for the Study 
of the Effective Principal 11 {Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Texas), Dissertation Abstracts International 45 (1984). 
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characteristics of principals, task requirements, and 
. 1 . t t. 56 soc1a 1n erac 1ons. This study defines the concep-
tual boundaries of the principalship. 
The principal occupies a most strategic position 
in the school organizational structure for developing and 
maintaining a climate which is conducive to learning and 
change. In a study for the Inter-London Educational 
Authority, it was found that an important characteristic 
of effective schools was "positive ethos," which was 
acquired through strong leadership, high expectations, and 
consistency between adults in a schoo1. 57 
In a study of eight successful urban schools, 
leadership of the principal was a critical factor in all 
cases. Principals in these schools set high expectations, 
motivated, monitored, planned, and manipulated both 
external and internal forces. The .effective school 
administrator provided a good balance between management 
and instructional leadership. 58 
Owens studied the constraints on principals' 
instructional leadership performance as perceived by 





57Rutter et al., Fifteen Thousand Hours. 
58Jane A. Stallings and G. G. Mohlman, "Social 
Leadership Style, Teacher Change and Student 
in Eight Secondary Schools" (Washington, D.C.: 
Institute of Education, 1981). 
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administrators. Eighty administrative characteristics and 
noninstructional leadership activities were organized into 
nine categories. Three hundred forty-seven respondents 
rated each performance constraint according to the degree 
that each was perceived as a barrier to the principal's 
instructional leadership performance. Findings indicated 
principals agreed strongly that their instructional 
efforts were inhibited by lack of autonomy and power, 
excessive paperwork, and system organizational factors. 
Teachers and central office administrators agreed strongly 
that principals' leadership efforts were inhibited by role 
expectations and behaviors: attitudes and expectations of 
others: and preparation, training, and certification. 59 
Korporal's investigation further detailed the 
tasks and functions of the elementary school principal. A 
questionnaire was used to gather principals' estimates of 
time allocated to five functional groups. Ten principals 
were observed on-site to determine the actual time spent 
performing tasks related to the functions. Differences 
between the estimated and observed time were compared. 
Findings confirmed that principals had little time to 
engage in planning, spent most of their time on general 
administrative tasks, and had relatively little time 
59scarlette A. Owens, "Barriers to Principal 
Instructional Leadership Performance as Perceived by South 
Carolina Public School Principals, Teachers, and Central 
Administrators" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of South 
Carolina), Dissertation Abstracts International 45 (1984). 
for curriculum and 
students.60 
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instruction or interaction with 
Coates • study of fifteen principals who were in 
the initial stages of implementing the instructional 
leadership concept, based on the effective school model, 
supported other findings. Major conclusions of this study 
were: 
1. The term "instructional leadership" needed to be 
defined for each unique setting. 
2. Principals voiced commitment to the concept but found 
it difficult to implement. 
3. A framework for the improvement of instruction was 
helpful in providing direction, keeping focus, and 
establishing common expectations. 
4. Placing emphasis on the responsibility for, rather 
than time devoted to, critical instructional leadership 
functions was realistic, beneficial, and productive. 
5. The major roadblock to spending more time on instruc-
tional functions was personal commitment. 
6. A more practical on-the-job approach to preservice and 
inservice was needed.61 
60Ar ie R. Korporal, "The Tasks and Functions of 
the Elementary Principal" (Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Southern California), Dissertation Abstracts Inter-
national 45 (1985). 
6lcharollene M. Coates, "An Examination of the 
Elementary Principal as Instructional Leader" (Ed. D. 
dissertation, University of South Carolina), Dissertation 
Abstracts International 45 (1985). 
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The research suggests that many improvement efforts 
in education fail because of adoptive rather than substan-
ti ve reasons. Rosenblum and Louis found that the degree 
of implementation was highly related to routinization; the 
more completely projects were implemented, the more likely 
they were to be sustained. 62 Apparently, a major 
problem in educational change, especially as it relates to 
the effective school movement, is not so much a matter of 
knowing 11 What 11 to do as it is knowing 11hOW 11 to do it. 
Change efforts fail if principals do not understand and 
support them, if faculties do not view them as relevant to 
their own goals and needs, and if the community and central 
office do not provide ongoing encouragement, support, and 
resources. 63 
There is a lack of specific knowledge about how 
and why improvement occurs. The simple phrase, 11 Change is 
a process, not an event, .. connotes that something is 
happening over a period of time to transform individuals 
and situations. 64 The preponderance of literature on 
school improvement has given much attention to factors 
62s. Rosenblum and K. s. Louis, Stability and 
Chan e: Innovation in an Educational Context {New York: 
Plenum, 1981 • 
63Interview with William J. Gauthier, Jr., Bureau 
of School and Program Development, Connecticut State 
Department of Education, 23 April 1985. 
64Gene Hall and Shirley M. Hord, 11 Analyzing What 
Change Fac i 1 ita tors Do, 11 .• -:Kn~o_w_l_e_d_g_e_, __ c~r...;;e...;;a_t_l-· o-n~, __ D.;;;i...;;f...;;f;;..;u;.;..s;;..;l;;... o.;;..n;.;;..:.., 
Utilization 5 (1984}: 275-307. 
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explaining changes needed, but very little attention to 
how change occurs and how to use this knowledge. 
A recent study by Whitelaw pointed in this 
direction. Whitelaw examined the processes through which 
the implementation stage of the Connecticut Effectiveness 
Project was taking place in two elementary schools. She 
focused on the principal and program improvement committee 
within each school. Data from the Connecticut School 
Effectiveness Questionnaire and achievement test results 
were analyzed to determine the level of effectiveness of 
each school on entry to the project. Qualitative 
techniques included interviews, observations, and document 
analysis. Whitelaw compared each school's level of 
receptivity and found a positive relationship to the level 
of implementation and the quality of school improvement 
action plans. 65 These findings support the importance 
of internal problem-solving processes used by the schools 
that were involved in the Connecticut School Effectiveness 
Project. 
Since research into the change process is limited 
on effective schools, more specific data on the change 
process are drawn from other areas of literature. Berman 
and McLaughlin summarized the reasons that 293 federally 
funded projects in 18 states varied in the degree to which 
65Diana M. Whitelaw, "Improving School Effec-
tiveness: Receptivity to Change" (Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Connecticut), Dissertation Abstracts Inter-
national 45 (1984). 
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they were successfully implemented. In summarizing, the 
authors cited eight factors: 
1. What the project is matters less than how it is 
implemented. 
2. More expensive projects are no more likely than less 
expensive projects to be successful. 
3. Teachers must clearly understand the project's goals 
and precepts. 
4. Projects aimed at significant educational change 
cannot be implemented across a whole system at once. 
5. Decisions concerning the implementation strategies of 
how to put the project into operation must be made at 
the local level. 
6. The elements of the school's organizational climate 
powerfully affect the project's implementation and 
continuation. 
7. The principal as "gatekeeper" must sanction and support 
the project. 
8. There must be constant help and support from central 
office officials and special staff. 66 
Huberman's case study of the Exemplary Center for 
Reading Instruction (ECRI) program in one school district 
found widespread implementation in classrooms. The 
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receive initial training. These teachers and principals 
in turn provided training and follow-up assistance to 
other teachers. Huberman pointed out that the initial six 
months in the project was a period of high anxiety and 
confusion. It was noted that every respondent attributed 
the survival of ECRI during this period to the strong 
administrative support and the helping teacher. Then came 
cognitive mastery over the individual parts, but little 
sense of the integration of the separate parts. Concern 
for understanding the structure and rationale of the 
program grew as behavioral mastery over the parts was 
achieved. The study concluded that changes in attitudes, 
beliefs, and understandings tended to follow rather than 
precede changes in behavior. 67 
Joyce and Showers found that in inservice educa-
tion there were five components necessary for fundamental 
change: theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and 
coaching. These successful change processes consisted of 
teachers interacting and learning about the underlying 
theoretical principles of an 
demonstrated, practicing it, 





67Huberman, ECRI, Mase)a, 
Study (Andover: The Network, 1981 • 
North Plains: Case 
68Bruce Joyce and Beverly Showers, Power in Staff 
Development through Research on Training (Arlington: Asso-
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1983). 
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Showers designed a training application based 
on the above principles and noted that the mastery of a 
new teaching approach required the teacher to think 
differently, organize instruction in fresh ways, and help 
children adapt to new approaches in teaching. In this 
experimental study, seventeen language arts and social 
studies teachers were trained during a seven-week period. 
Following the initial training, the sample was randomly 
assigned to a coaching treatment group (N = 9) and a 
control group (N = 9). 69 
The experimental group received coaching which 
consisted of providing companionship, giving technical 
feedback, and analyzing application. Coached teachers 
were observed once a week for five weeks. Following the 
observation the teacher met with a consultant for a 
coaching conference. Teachers in both groups were asked 
to "transfer" their learning by preparing and teaching a 
lesson using the same set of materials but receiving no 
assistance with respect to instructional strategies. 
Transfer·scores for the coached teachers showed a mean of 
11.67, compared with 5.75 for uncoached teachers. 70 
To summarize, the knowledge of school improvement 
as related to the role of the principal in implementation 
69Beverly Showers, "Coaching: A Training Com-
ponent for Facilitating Transfer of Training," paper 




is becoming increasingly sophisticated. The strategies 
that work seem sensible. However, putting them together in 
a particular setting is difficult and requires leadership 
with both a commitment to and skills in the change process. 
In general, the research recognizes the important role of 
the principal in implementing school improvement programs. 
Training programs must be redesigned to prepare principals 
for the fragmented, varied, and ambiguous nature of their 
work. Based on studies reviewed from other areas, it 
appears that change at the individual level is a.process 
whereby individuals alter their ways of thinking and 
doing. It is also a process of developing new skills and 
of finding meaning and satisfaction in new ways of doing 
things. 
Summary 
This chapter contained a review of selected litera-
ture determined to be pertinent to this study. The 
discussion was divided into three sections: Effective 
Schools; Improvement Projects, Models, and Theories; and 
The Principal in the Change Process. 
The first section provided a historical perspective 
and evidence that schools do exist that are successful in 
Findings and limitations educating children of the poor. 
of the effective schools were discussed. This research 
offered preliminary evidence that school-based variables 
are related to student achievement. Variables frequently 
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found to be associated with unexpectedly high student 
achievement were principal leadership and attention to 
instruction, consensus about instructional goals, orderly 
school climate, high staff expectations for all students, 
regular monitoring of student progress, and home/school 
involvement. 
Next, attention was given to school improvement 
projects using the effective school model. These studies 
supported the assumption that earlier outlier studies can 
provide a framework for school improvement. However, the 
research was constrained in three ways: by the use of 
aggregated student achievement data, a focus on between-
school variables instead of within-school variables, and a 
lack of data on the implementation stage of school 
improvement efforts with an emphasis on the "how." 
Finally, the change literature provided insights 
regarding change models and the role of the principal as a 
linking agent. This literature 
through which information about 
provided perspectives 
the effective school 
projects can be examined and organized to further 
facilitate an understanding of the change process. The 




This study, based on the DeKalb County Ef_fective 
School Model (Figure 1), investigated the relationships 
between the effective school characteristics--environment, 
goals, leadership, expectations, time-on-task, monitoring 
student progress, and home/ school relations--and student 
achievement. An emphasis was placed on the role of the 
leader in the change process. It was contended that a 
direct linkage existed between leader behavior, changing 
school characteristics, and student achievement. It was 
conceptualized that a semistructured model of internal 
problem-solving processes supported by staff development 
could positively affect leader behavior in such a way that 
the identified characteristics would be altered. These 
characteristics would then interact over time to produce 
patterns of greater effectiveness evidenced by increased 
student achievement. 
Current research suggests that: (1) schools can 
affect patterns of achievement regardless of the initial 





























(2) schools exist today which are effective for initially 
low-achieving students: and (3) the general characteristics 
of effective schools have been identified and procedures 
have been developed to assess the status of schools with 
regard to each character is tic. However, there has been 
little effort to understand the interaction of these 
variables and the dynamic relationships among them. 
If, as the research suggests, effective schools 
are systematically different from ineffective schools, 
then in order to achieve effectiveness a school has to 
become different. Using the school deficit theory as an 
underlying base, the theoretical basis for this study was 
that in order to "become" effective, a cultural change 
must occur in the organization. Since the school had been 
identified as the appropriate unit for change, it seemed 
logical that the leader within the school would serve as 
the change agent in promoting desirable interactions among 
its members and promoting common goals and expectations. 
Although it is assumed that each of the seven 
intervening variables contributes to student achievement, 
the researcher contended in this theory that some 
characteristics may interact in such a way that a chain 
reaction may occur. It was assumed that the tone for 
establishing high expectations starts with principals who 
must have high expectations for themselves, for faculty 
members, and for students. They establish and capitalize 
on the concept of the self-fulfilling prophecy by modeling 
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appropriate behavior. Therefore, this leadership behavior 
would affect expectations. 
This study was based on the theory that a direct 
relationship exists between changing school culture 
(characteristics) to improve student achievement and 
leader behavior (Figure 2). The effective leader • s 
behavior would reflect a view of the school as a social 
system and an understanding of the relationship between the 
individual's needs, roles, personality, expectations, and 
those of the organization. This leadership behavior would 
then affect changes in and among the other characteristics. 
If a school is to become effective, the principal 
and teachers must have high expectations for the achieve-
ment of all but clearly exceptional children. Yet, merely 
expecting a high level of performance without providing 
the necessary treatment is to address the symptom rather 
than its causes. The school must have a mission with an 
instructional focus. Meaningful goals and objectives must 
be established and the principal, staff, and parents must 
buy into. the' mission. 
The principal, staff, and parents must assume that, 
regardless of family background or socio-economic status, 
all children can learn and achieve standard levels of 
performance. This does not imply that deficits imposed by 
preschool, family, and environmental conditions do not 





























Fig. 2. 'lheoretical IOOdel for school improvement--interrelationship of variables. 
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that strategies and techniques must be employed to compen-
sate for the learninq gap that exists from the beginning 
stages of schooling. 
Providing more time-on-task in the areas of the 
basic skills, providing an atmosphere that is conducive to 
learning, and monitoring student progress foster appro-
priateness and intensity of instruction. Although it is 
acknowledged that the amount of time available for 
instruction is merely 
student • s engagement rate 
an administrative function, 
in learning activities depends 
heavily on student motivation and on the appropriateness 
of instruction. The appropriateness of instruction must 
be based on the learning gap. A positive school environ-
ment denotes high expectations based on success which 
contributes to a feeling of belonging and commitment by 
the principal, staff, parents, and the students. 
There are no simple answers to change. Simply 
wanting change to occur is insufficient. Change must be 
initiated, planned, and nurtured by the leaders. Further-
more, leadership is vital in knowing what change is 
desired, why the change is needed, how decisions are 
arrived at, and most importantly, where the support base 
lies. This study should provide a source for direction in 
the continued implementation of the DeKalb County Effective 
School Project. 
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Definitions of the Variables 
The following definitions were established to 
operationalize the terms used in this study and to improve 
clarity and brevity in the discussion. 
Independent Variables 
Treatment: A school-based approach of developing 
improvement plans based on a needs assessment and supported 
by staff development. 
Effective School Characteristics: Environment, 
goal, effective leadership, expectations, time-on-task, 
monitoring of student progress, and home/school relations. 
a. Environment: A safe, orderly, and purposeful 
atmosphere which is conducive to teaching and learning and 
in which students, staff, administrators, and parents 
share responsiblity. 
b. Goal: A clearly articulated mission of the 
school through which the staff shares an understanding of 
and a commitment to the utilization of instructional 
objectives, priorities, and assessment procedures. 
c. Effective leadership: Clear, strong central-
ized leadership from the principal who (1) promotes the 
discussion of instructional improvement, (2) has formal 
observation procedures that include follow-up and feedback, 
(3) is highly visible, (4) promotes staff development in 
relation to instructional improvement, (5) arranges program 
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coordination within and between grades, and (6) holds 
teachers accountable for student achievement. 
d. Expectations: The degree to which the staff 
believes and demonstrates that students can attain mastery 
of basic skills and that staff members have the respon-
sibility and capability to help students achieve mastery. 
e. Time-on-task: The amount of time allocated to 
instruction in the basic skill areas and the percentage of 
that allocated time in which students are engaged in 
planned learning activities. 
f. Monitoring of student progress: The use of 
multiple assessment methods and the degree to which the 
results are used to improve individual student performance 
and also to improve the instructional program. 
g. Home/school relations: The extent to which 
parents understand and support the basic mission of the 
school, are made to feel that they have an important role 
in achieving this mission, and the number and variety of 
school/home communications. 
Dependent Variable 
Student Achievement: The level of mastery of basic 
skills in a continuous growth pattern toward reaching 
optimum growth. 
Extraneous Variables 
Leader Behavior: The role of the principal, 
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including interactions and communications with staff, 
students, and community. 
Leadership Team: The principal and four or five 
teachers who serve as facilitators in developing and 
implementing the local school plan. 
Staff Development: A series of inservice sessions 
designed to facilitate the development or improvement of 
specific skills related to the characteristics of effective 
schools. 
Sex: The computer coding that distinguishes. between 
male (2) and female (1) students. 
Lunch: The computer 
between students who receive 




lunch ( 2) and 
Grade: The computer coding that distinguishes the 
grade level of the student. 
Instruments 
There were two instruments used in this study: 
(1) the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire, an 
instrument designed to measure a school's standings with 
regard to the characteristics of effective schools; and 
( 2) the California Achievement Test (CAT), a nationally 
standardized norm-referenced test battery designed to 
measure achievement of the basic skills. 
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Null Hypotheses 
Three null hypotheses were formulated for this 
study: 
1. There is no statistically significant relationship 
between the treatment group and the control group on 
each of the effective school characteristics as 
measured by observed behavior and the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
2. There is no statistically significant relationship 
between the treatment group and the control group on 
achievement gains in mathematics and in reading as 
measured by the California Achievement Test. 
3. There is no statistically significant relationship 
between each of the effective school characteristics 
as measured by observed behavior and the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Questionnaire and student 
achievement as measured by the California Achievement 
Test. 
Summary 
This chapter provided the theoretical and concep-
tual framework upon which this study was based. The 
variables, 
presented. 
definition of terms, 
The next chapter 
employed in this investigation. 
and null hypotheses were 
discusses the methodology 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship between leader behavior, effective ·school 
characteristics, and student achievement. The research 
procedures utilized in this study are presented in this 
chapter. They are divided into the following sections: 
{1) Type of Study, {2) Description of the Project, 
{3) Treatment, {4) Instrumentation, and {5) Data Analysis. 
Type of Study 
This study encompassed the use of an experimental 
design and also employed techniques of ethnographic and 













of this study reflects the 1984-85 school year and the 
first six weeks of the 1985-86 school year. The design 
consisted of two groups: a treatment group (three schools) 
and a control group (three schools). The treatment group 
(T) and the control group (C) were pretested and posttested 
utilizing the Connecticut 
naire and the California 
School Effectiveness Question-
Achievement Test. Three day 
observations were conducted in each of the schools during 
the first six weeks of the 1985-86 school year. These 
observations used a case-study approach to evaluate the 
degree to which the characteristics of effective .schools 
were evident. 
were used. 
Both quantitative and qualitative measures 
Qualitative research has the following features: 
(1) the natural setting is the data source, and the 
researcher is the key data collection instrument: ( 2) it 
attempts primarily to describe: (3) the concern is with 
the process as much as with the product or output: (4) its 
data are analyzed inductively, as in putting together the 
parts of a puzzle: and ( 5) it is essentially concerned 
with what things mean--the why as well as the what. 
Ethnography is based on the fundamental belief that events 
must be studied in natural settings: events cannot be 
understood unless one understands how they are perceived 
and interpreted by the people who participated in them. 
Therefore, observed behavior was used as one of the major 
data collection devices. 
_....... ...... --------------------
Archival data 
the schools. These 
63 
were collected on-site for each of 
data consisted of discipline and 
attendance records, student test scores, statements of 
school purpose, written 
expectations, retention 
instructional guidelines, 
individual student pacing 
improvement activities. 
academic objectives, academic 
records, homework policy, 
communications with parents, 
patterns, and monthly logs of 
The 
Description of the Project 
DeKalb County Effective School Project 
advocates a school-based approach that helps each school 
to examine itself introspectively in relation to school 
effectiveness characteristics and to develop a plan for 
improvement. The model, supported by staff development, 
is based on five assumptions: 
1. The school is the largest single unit in which 
effective change can occur. 
2. The organizational climate of the school influences 
the success of school improvement efforts. 
3. Research findings regarding instructional and school 
effectiveness constitute the appropriate point of 
departure for school improvement efforts. 
4. School staffs charged with implementing school 
improvement efforts must have an active voice in 
determining the nature and direction of those efforts. 
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5. OWnership of and commitment to the process of school 
improvement by staff in a school are natural con-
sequences of shared planning and decision making. 
The model consists of five phases and is supported by 
staff development (Figure 4). 
Selection Procedures 
The sample consisted of six elementary schools 
from a total of seventy-five elementary schools in DeKalb 
County, Georgia. A matching procedure was used in the 
selection process based on the following criteria: 
1. Student achievement--scores on the California Achieve-
ment Test (the percentage of students scoring one or 
more years below grade level over the past three-year 
period) 
2. Socio-economic status--verified free and reduced lunch. 
3. 
Verification was based on computerized random sampling 
of 10 percent of eligible free/reduced lunch 
applicants. 
Support · programs 
(based on free 
in school--Chapter I mathematics 
lunch) and Compensatory Education 
reading (based on student achievement) 
4. Student mobility rate 
5. Faculty characteristics--age, experience, and academic 
training 
6. Attendance of staff and students 
7. Climate--pupil, faculty, and teacher climate based on 
DEKALB SCHOOL SYSTEM EF'l''EL""l'IVE SCHOOL PRQJEX:r 
PHASE I - FAmLIARIZATION 
Understanding of key features and conunitment to process. 
1. Meet with princip:tl 
Cbnnni trnent: 
Yes -------------t•• 
N:> • Stop 
~ PHASE II - ASSESSMENT AND GOAL SErriNG 
Go to Phase II 
Examination of seven dimensions of the schcx:>l--as it is .and as it could/should be. 
1. Cbnpletion of Cbmecticut Schcx:>l Effectiveness Qlestionnaire by staff. (Surveys are collected 
and tallied-~omposite "profile is developed.) 
2. Profile is interpreted, needs are prioritized, top need is chosen and analyzed. 
3. leadership Team is chosen by princip:tl. 
PHASE III - PU\NNING AND ~ISION MAKING 
With input from colleagues, leadership Team develops plan to address top needs. 
1. leadership Team meets and develops plan, getting as much input from balance of staff as p:>ssible. 
2. 'Ibtal staff meets to review plan and approve it. 
PHASE IV- IMPLEMENI'ATION AND ~TORING 
Plan is carried out while leadership Team follONs progress and reports back to staff. 
PHASE V- J:)(Xt.JMENTATION AND E.VAUJATION* 
School improvement effort is recorded and evaluated. At this point staff decides whether to begin 
new cycle. 'lhey may readminister questionnaire or decide to look at next highest need area. 
*Staff development is a component of each phase. 
Fig. 4. DeRalb School System Effective School Project. 
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the 1984 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
(SACS) report. 
Ten schools met the established criteria. From this group, 
six schools were selected based on the high school which 
their students would attend. This was done in an effort 
to establish the mechanism for 
terms of possible implications 
school. Finally, three schools 
a longitudinal study in 
for an effective high 
were designated through 
drawing as the treatment group and three schools as the 
control group. 
Treatment 
All school administrators and instruction lead 
teachers in the DeKalb County School System were exposed 
to a Leadership Seminar on Effective Schools (Awareness 
Phase II) during the 1984 Summer Workshop. Control Group C 
was exposed to this leadership seminar, and the principals 
had a special meeting with the Superintendent of DeKalb 
County Schools. They were not restricted in their 
individual efforts to improve the instructional program. 
Treatment Group T was exposed to the Leadership 
Seminar on Effective Schools (Phases I and II) and met 
with the Superintendent of Schools. The treatment 
consisted of initial training for leadership teams 
(principal and four or five principal-selected teachers) 
based on the effective school model and on the litera-
ture. A five-day initial workshop was conducted for this 
68 
purpose. Following the pretest, these schools were 
provided school profiles based on the results of the 
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
It was the principals' responsibility to provide 
the instructional leadership necessary for developing 
their individual school improvement plan based on the 
leadership training and the assessment data results. A 
general instructional coordinator was assigned to serve as 
a facilitator and liaison between the central office and 
the local school. Schools were not ·restricted in their 
planning and were encouraged to request needed services 
from support departments. Additional inservice sessions 
were held during the school year which addressed each of 
the characteristics of effective schools. 
steering 
problems 
Quarterly meetings were held with the systemwide 
committee, who planned the project, to discuss 
and progress. All other inservice sessions, 
workshops, team meetings, and school visitations were 
locally planned by each school. 
Instrumentation 
Student normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores and 
the percentile on the reading and mathematics subtests of 
the California Achievement Test, Form C (CAT/C), were used 
as a measure of student achievement. The CAT/C is a 
nationally normed test of student achievement. Form C has 
ten overlapping levels, with two levels recommended for 
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each grade. Teachers are instructed to determine in 
advance the level which would be neither too easy nor too 
difficult for each student. Raw scores are converted to 
NCE scores, permitting comparison of scores across levels. 
Different norms are provided for fall and spring testing. 
The CAT/C satisfies all the reliability and validity 
standards established by the American Psychological 
Association for educational and psychological tests. This 
test battery was administered to all students {grades two 
through seven) in fall of 1984 and spring of 1985. 
The Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire 
was developed by the Connecticut State Department of Educa-
tion and is designed to measure the following effective 
school characteristics: environment, effective leadership, 
exectations, goals and objectives, time-on-task, monitoring 
student progress, and home/school involyement. The items 
for the questionnaire were adapted from the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Interview. The interview was 
developed from a review of the literature on school and 
instructional effectiveness which resulted in an extensive 
list of observable activities and specific behaviors for 
each of the seven characteristics. This list was reviewed 
by a panel of experts and principals knowledgeable in 
the field of school effectiveness. Approximately sixty 
items were eliminated and several others modified. 




Alpha reliability of the judgmental scales is as 
follows: safe and orderly environment, .87: goals and 
objectives, .91: instructional leadership, .93: expecta-
tions, .56; time-on-task, .68: monitoring student progress, 
.79; and home/school relations, .89. 
The first characteristic, environment, consists of 
five questions which seek to determine the climate of the 
school in terms of safety, discipline, physical conditions, 
and student attitudes. The second characteristic, goals 
and objectives, is designed to determine mission, focus, 
and statement of purpose in the areas of reading, language 
arts, and mathematics. 
The third characteristic, effective leadership, 
consists of fourteen items which focus on the principal as 
the instructional leader. The fourth characteristic, 
expectations, addresses the extent to which all students 
are expected to master basic skills. There are nine 
questions. 
The fifth characteristic, time-on-task, also 
consists ·of ·nine questions which seek to determine allo-
cated time, engagement time, and causes of disruptions. 
The sixth characteristic, monitoring student progress, is 
designed to measure the variety of testing and the extent 
to which test data are utilized in planning and monitoring 
student progress. The seventh characteristic, home/school 
involvement, seeks to establish the degree of involvement 
and communications between the home and the school. 
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Data Analysis 
Three sets of data were generated from this 
study: 
1. Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire (pretest 
and posttest) 
2. California Achievement Test data (pretest and posttest) 
3. Observed behavior (school and classroom observations, 
informal interviews, monthly logs, discipline and 
attendance records, pacing patterns, retention records, 
statements of school purpose, and school communications 
After all of the data were collected and compiled, they 
were prepared for computer analysis. Data were keyed into 
the computer and analyses were performed using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X). The 
following variables were placed in the matrix: 
1. Free/reduced lunch--no (1), yes (2) 
2. Group--control (1), treatment (2) 
3. Grade--2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 














NCE post test 
Percentile pretest 
Percentile post test 
pretest 
post test 
11. Reading Percentile pretest 
12. Reading Percentile posttest 
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13. Environment pretest 
14. Environment posttest 
15. Goals and Objectives pretest 
16. Goals and Objectives posttest 
17. Leadership pretest 
18. Leadership posttest 
19. Expectations pretest 
20. Expectations posttest 
21. Time-on-Task pretest 
22. Time-on-Task posttest 
23. Monitoring Student Progress pretest 
24. Monitoring Student Progress posttest 
25. Home/School Relations pretest 
26. Home/School Relations posttest 
27. Environment observed behavior 
28. Goals and Objectives observed behavior 
29. Leadership observed behavior 
30. Expectations observed behavior 
31. Time-on-Task observed behavior 
32. Monitoring Student Progress observed behavior 
33. Home/School Relations observed behavior 
34. Mathematics NCE gain 
35. Reading NCE gain 
Correlation matrix, factor analysis, and t-tests were used 
to measure the main effect of the treatment. The Pearson 
product-moment linear correlation coefficient (r) was used 
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to establish levels of significance. Analysis of the data 
is discussed in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER V 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This study investigated the relationship between 
effective school characteristics and student achievement 
after the first year of implementing· an effective school 
project in a suburban school district. The subjects of 
the study included 3 principals, 73 teachers, and 1,015 
students comprising the treatment group; and 3 principals, 
77 teachers, and 1,213 students in the control group. The 
treatment consisted of a school-based improvement plan 
determined by a needs assessment and supported by staff 
development. The Connecticut School Effectiveness 
Questionnaire, the California Achievement Test, and 
observed behavior were used to collect the data. The data 
were statistically analyzed to test the assumptions of the 
hypothetical statements of the study. The findings in 
relationship to the hypotheses are presented and discussed 
in this chapter. 
The data with respect to the hypotheses were tested 
through the use of factor analysis and t-tests. Factor 
analysis is a multivariate statistical procedure that is 
designed to reduce a large number of difficult to interpret 
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correlated variables into a much smaller, representative 
set of independent variables, called factors. The object 
of a factor analysis is to achieve parsimony and to 
discover the essential variables that underlie and 
summarize the information in a large set of variables. A 
factor analysis starts with a table of correlations and 
identifies the pattern of the underlying factors that could 
have produced the observed relationships. Thirty-five 
variables representing results of the Connecticut School 
Effectiveness Questionnaire, the California Achievement 
Test, observed behavior, and demographic data were entered 
into the computer. Data analysis for each hypothesis is 
discussed in the form of correlation matris, factor 
analysis, t-tests, and descriptive analysis. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no statistically significant relationship 
between the treatment group and the control group 
on each of the effective school characteristics as 
measured by observed behavior and the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
In order to test this hypothesis a correlation 
matrix was used. Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients were calculated in order to determine the 
degree of relationship between the treatment group and 
the control group on the following effective school 
characteristics: environment, goals, leadership, expecta-
tions, time-on-task, monitoring student progress, and 
home/school relations. Reading vertically and then 
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horizontally, the correlation matrix (Table 1) reveals 
numerous relationships which are significant at the .01 
level. Variable 2 (group) denotes a coding of 1 for the 
control group and 2 for the treatment group. 
Environment pretest indicated a high correlation in 
favor of the treatment group (. 78084). An environment 
posttest correlation of .87115 showed significant improve-
ment. Observed behavior, conducted after the first year 
of the study, confirmed a moderately significant difference 
with a correlation of .33886. 
Goals pretest showed only a marginal difference 
between the control group and the treatment group (.10305). 
However, the posttest indicated a tremendous change in the 
treatment group ( .836 7 5). This was further supported by 
observed behavior (.65216). 
Leadership pretest significantly favored the control 
group (- .30056). Post test leadership highly favored the 
treatment group, with a correlation of • 78946. 
behavior substantiated this growth (.80849). 
Observed 
EJr:pec~ations pretest indicated a high relationship 
in the treatment group (. 74285). This relationship was 
even higher on the post test ( .83677). This finding was 
corroborated by observed behavior (.78718). 
Time-on-task pretest slightly favored the control 
group (-.14635). The posttest favored the treatment 
group, which makes the results remarkable at .78300. This 
was validated by observed behavior. 
TABLE 1 
CORRELATION HATRIX 
variable Vl V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V1 V8 V9 VlO Vll Vl2 
Vl I1mcb 1.00000 .02810 .02041 .05108 .:.08189 -.08189 -.10328 -.10320 -.14855 -.16643 -.16643 -.17218 
V2 Group .02811 1.00000 -.01162 .15066 .09049 .12391 .07744 .10757 .06953 .06507 .06507 .09727 
V3 Q:ade .02041 -.01162 1.00000 .02155 -.13047 .16736 -.13906 -.16795 -.09649 -.08283 -.08283 -.08982 
V4 Sex .05708 .15066 .02155 1.00000 -.08822 -.09713 -.09713 -.10006 -.13750 -.13142 -.13142 -.12671 
V5 IBth tr::E Pretest -.08189 .09049 -.13047 -.08822 1.00000 .84063 .97120 .82318 .71527 .70272 .70272 .66393 
V6 IBth tr::E Pbattest -.08564 .12391 -.16736 -.09713 .84063 1.00000 .82515 .97574 .71118 .70242 .70242 .74149 
V1 IBth Percentile Pretest -.10328 .07744 -.13906 -.09510 .97120 .82515 1.00000 .83641 .72185 .71498 .71498 .67498 
V8 Math Percentile POsttest .... 10230 .10757 -.16795 -.10006 .82318 .97574 .83641 1.00000 .• 70794 .71306 .71306 .75278 
V9 Reading tr::E Pretest -.14855 .06953 -.09649 -.13750 .71527 .71118 .72185 .70794 1.00000 .95599 .95599 .83402 
Vl.O Reading tr::E POsttest -.16409 .09732 -.09845 -.13:ll6 .67674 • 75342 .67704 .75373 .85240 1.00000 .84718 .97156 
Vll Reading Perca1tile Pretest -.16643 .06507 -.08283 -.13142 .70272 .70l42 .71498 .71306 .95599 .84718 1.00000 .85EOO 
Vl2 Reading Percentile Pbattest -.17218 .09727 -.08982 -.12671 .66393 .74149 .67498 • 75278 .83402 .97156 .85600 1.00000 
Vl3 BwiraJIIII!Ilt Pretest -.09728 .711084 -.92135 .01847 .07467 .07830 .07182 .07122 .08092 .09437 .06964 .09311 
V14 l!hviraJIIII!Ilt POsttest -.09563 .87115 -.01648 .03686 .07271 .09647 .06883 .08752 .07890 .10658 .06915 .10638 
-...] Vl5 Cbals Pretest -.07978 .10305 -.01223 -.02387 -.00040 -.06110 .00260 -.05776 .03005 -.00825 .03576 -.01505 
-...] Vl6 Goals POsttest -.08671 .83675 -.01329 .02862 .06363 .07881 .06038 .06950 .07066 .09364 .06055 .09302 
Vl7 leadership Pretest -.02509 -.30056 .00361 -.05360 -.04424 -.12297 -.03980 -.11826 -.00605 -.06998 -.00465 -.07676 
Vl8 Leadership POattest -.10834 .78946 -.01583 .03579 .04691 .04773 .04594 .04231 .07083 .08136 .06381 .07811 
Vl9 Expectatioos Pretest -.10647 .74285 -.01111 .03991 .06340 .09433 .05812 .08628 .08249 .10289 .07748 .10262 
V20 Expectatioos Pbattest -.06841 .83677 -.00222 .04765 .05100 .09357 .04627 .08208 .05655 .09627 .05000 .09755 
V21 Time-on-Task Pretest -.06215 -.14635 -.00196 -.00784 -.02857 -.06953 -.02595 -.06350 .01698 -.02655 .02287 -.03247 
V22 Ti~'nlsk Pbattest -.11593 .78300 -.01894 .03650 .06019 .06852 .05789 .06314 .08191 .09395 .07489 .09145 
V23 tt:ni tor ing Pretest -.06424 -.10529 .00348 -.01133 -.03069 -.07037 -.02912 -.06678 .01901 -.02557 .02474 -.03135 
V24 tt:nitcring POattest -.09945 .76503 -.02187 .03752 .08771 .12204 .08240 .11500 .08903 .11731 .08057 .11828 
V25 ltDe/SclDol Pretest -.Q8662 .6:ll67 -.02503 .05982 .06521 .10311 .06313 .10218 .06664 .09999 .06297 .10017 
V26 lblle/Sctlool Pbattest -.09501 .83958 -.00845 .07010 .04439 .08807 .04133 .08100 .06264 .10086 .05983 .10039 
V27 l!hviraJIIII!Ilt <bserved -.02691 .33886 -.O:ol>70 -.02949 .05317 .02166 .05361 .01865 .03705 .03130 .02369 .03030 
V28 Goals <bserved -.03034 .65216 -.00104 .03497 .02729 .05010 .02596 .04163 .02427 .05770 .01752 .05825 
V29 leadership <bserved -.05665 .80849 -.01631 .o4602 .08948 .14741 .08336 .13734 .06839 .12154 .05841 .12559 
V30 Expectatioos <bserved -.07547 .78718 -.01983 .02076 .07399 .08472 .07133 .07684 .06912 .09267 .05688 .09258 
Vll Time-on-'nlsk (bserved -.05178 .59100 -.02886 -.00236 .10065 .11237 .09663 .10612 .07240 .09454 .05736 .09682 
V32 ft:nitcring <bserved -.04766 .61651 .00924 .07006 .01044 .07394 .00680 .06614 .02546 .07267 .02838 .07421 
V33 lt>me/Sctlool OJeerved -.09824 .00978 -.02398 .02004 .08638 .10480 .08247 .09762 .08672 .10978 .07563 .J0972 
V34 Mathematics Gain .00022 .05026 -.05299 -.00818 -.35651 .20632 -.33118 .19602 -.06540 .07707 -.05785 .07963 
V35 Reading Gtin -.02581 .04967 -.00186 .01240 -.08334 .06465 -.09496 .07119 -.28817 .25507 -.21634 .:>3696 
TABLE 1--Continued 
Variable Vl3 Vl4 Vl5 Vl6 Vl7 Vl8 Vl9 V20 V21 V22 V23 V4!4 
Vl Wnclt -.09728 -.09563 -.07978 -.08671 -.02509 -.10834 -.10647 -.06841 -.06215 -.11593 -.06424 -.09945 
V2 Group .70084 .87115 .10305 .83675 -.30056 .78946 .74285 .83677 -.14635 .78300 -.10529 .76503 
V3 Q-,ac1e -.oms -.01648 -.01223 -.01329 .00361 -.01583 -.01111 -.00222 -.00196 -.01894 .00348 -.02187 
V4 Sex .01847 .03686 -.02387 .02862 -.05360 .03579 .03991 .04765 -.00784 .03650 -.01133 .03752 
V5 Hath NCE ~etesl .07467 .07271 -.00040 .06363 -.04424 .04691 .06340 .05100 -.02857 .06019 -.03069 .08771 
V6 Hath teE 1\>sttelit .07830 .09647 -.06110 .07881 -.12297 .04773 .09433 .09357 -.06953 .06852 -.07037 .12204 
V7 l'bth 1\!rcentile l'relest .07182 .068113 .00260 .06038 -.03980 .04594 .05812 .04627 -.02595 .05789 -.02912 .08240 
vo Uath l't.!rcentilc l'bsttest .07122 .08752 -.05776 .06950 -.11826 .04231 .08628 .08208 -.06350 .06314 -.06678 .11500 
V9 ·Reading NC~ Pretest .08092 .07890 ,039)5 .07066 -.00005 .07003 .08249 .05655 .01698 .08191 .01901 .08903 
VlO Reading NCE Pbsttest .09437 .10658 -.00825 .09364 -.06998 .08136 .10289 .09627 -.02655 .09395 -.02557 .11731 
Vl1 Reading Percentile Pretest .06964 .06915 .03576 .06055 -.00465 .06381 .01748 .05000 .02287 .07489 .02474 .08057 
Vl2 Reilding l'en:cut i le l'bsltest .09311 .10638 -.01505 .09302 -.07676 .07811 .10262 .09755 -.03247 .09145 -.03135 .11828 
Vl3 Ehvirauncnt l'retet~t 1.00000 .95980 .48769 .94952 .06432 .93102 .77771 .74405 .03351 .92769 .07159 .84329 
Vl4 &avirauncnt Poutlest .95980 1.00000 .28530 .97959 -.15020 .92647 .83424 .89021 -.09069 .91829 -.03511 .86916 
VIS <hils l'rt.!lc,;t .48769 .28530 1.00000 .28460 .83447 .53908 .35618 -.07242 .78171 .56448 .77329 .30253 
Vl6 Goals l'oullcst .94952 .97959 .28460 1.00000 -.07622 .91531 .73843 .90158 -.16948 .85884 -.09332 .75945 
Vl7 l.e..<lershi p Pretest .06432 -.15020 .83447 -.07622 1.00000 .10799 -.08047 -.36688 .67888 .07646 .71905 -.20897 
Vl8 l.ea<lcn;laip l't>sllest .93102 .92647 .53908 .91531 .10799 1.00000 .76711 .75079 .16834 .96006 .19160 .76530 
-.....! Vl9 l::xpt.oclat ions l'rclest .77771 .83424 .35618 .73843 -.08047 .76711 1.00000 .71469 .28852 .88984 .36172 .93937 00 V:lD l::xpe<:tat iaas Pbst test .74405 .89021 -.07242 .90158 -.36688 .75079 .71469 1.00000 -.35094 .69525 -.23989 .67270 
V21 Tia11 .. --on-Totsk l'retest .03351 -.09069 .78171 -.16948 .67888 .16834 .28852 -.35094 1.00000 .29476 .97147 .15091 
V22 Time-on-1ask Pbsttest .92769 .91829 .56448 .85884 .07646 .96006 .88984 .69525 .29476 1.00000 .31151 .89536 
V23 Mbnitoring Prete01t .07159 -.03511 .77329 -.09332 .71905 .19160 .36172 -.23989 .97147 .31151 1.00000 .16788 
V24 ~blitoring l'osttest .84329 .86916 .30253 .75945 -.20897 .76530 .93937 .67270 .15091 .89536 .16788 1.00000 
V25 lbne/Sctcol Pt·etcst .57598 .62586 .19029 .47397 -.37116 .63171 .68997 .41481 .21103 .74633 .10353 .80953 
V26 llome/School Postlcst .70688 .85048 .09495 .78245 -.36132 .82943 .81338 .85187 -.00102 .83348 .o~ .78022 
V27 Davirauucnt Q>t;crvo:.od .69167 .54192 .37594 .63783 .24657 .52744 .10007 .32759 -.27298 .41180 -.26803 .27542 
V28 Goals Q>t;ervod .58379 .69559 -.17469 .78662 -.32300 .61593 .26747 .84161 -.60862 .42958 -.54043 .28847 
V29 u.adcrlihip Cl.Jo..;ervcd .73380 .85383 -.20662 .80196 -.61321 .62302 .69526 .86012 -.44941 .65283 -.41413 .80746 
VlO Ex(lt."Ct<oliaas Q>,;crvol .95064 .94283 .26763 .96706 -.10374 .87059 .61919 .80865 -.25835 .80554 -.22295 .72304 
Vll Tioae-on-Thsk Q,.,.,rvt.<i .83646 .76241 .20939 .74649 -.14896 .60aJ4 .51691 .52709 -.26665 .63372 -.26895 .72902 
V32 ~itorin<J U>scrvuJ .25860 .51169 -.36005 .46069 -.59794 .42197 .55102 .75980 -.22122 .40806 -.15754 .43237 
Vl3 lboe/SdllXll U,;ervod .97399 .96083 .38972 .90940 -.09551 .89071 .84394 .74324 .02626 .93591 .04499 .93494 
V34 MilUIUMtics win .00017 .03505 -.10467 .02100 -.13221 -.00241 .04819 .06929 -.06834 .00945 -.06596 .05207 
VJ5 llwt.l iuy G.a i 11 .02319 .04928 -.08547 .04082 -.11695 .01801 .03589 .07173 -.08002 .02058 -.08198 .05021 
TABLE 1--Continued 
Variable V25 V26 V27 V28 V29 V30 V31 V32 V33 V34 V35 
Vl l.Lu:h -.08662 -.09501 -.02691 -.03034 -.05665 -.07547 -.05178 -.04766 -.09824 .00022 -.02581 
V2 Group .62067 .83958 .33886 .65216 .80849 .78718 .59100 .61651 .80978 .05026 .04967 
V3 Q"ade -.02503 -.00845 -.03)70 -.00104 -.01631 -.01983 -.02886 .()0924 -.02398 -.05299 -.00186 
V4 Sex .05982 .07010 -.02949 .03407 .04602 .02076 -.00236 .70606 .02804 -.001118 .01240 
V5 ftlth N::E Pretest .06521 .04439 .05317 .02729 .08948 .07399 .10065 .02044 ;08638 -.35651 -.08334 
V6 Math NCE Poattest .10311 .08807 .02166 .05010 .14741 .08472 .11237 .0"1394 .10480 .20632 .06465 
V7 .~th ~roentile Pretest .06313 .04133 .05361 .02596 .08336 .07133 .09663 .00689 .08247 -.33118 -.09496 
118 Hath Percentile PO&ttest .10218 .08100 .01865 .04163" .13734 .07684 .10612 .06614 .09762 .19602 .07119 
V9 Reading NCE Pretest .06664 .06264 .03705 .02427 .06839 .06912 .07240 .02546 .08672 -.06540 -.28817 
VlO Reading NCE Posttest .09999 .10086 .03130 .05770 .12154 .09267 .09454 .07267 .10978 .07707 .25507 
Vl1 Reading Fercenti1e Pretest .06297 .05983 .02369 .01752 .05841 .05688 .05736 .02838 .07563 -.05785 -.21634 
Vl2 Reading Percentile Posttest .10017 .10039 .03030 .05825 .12559 .09258 .09682 .07421 .10972 .07963 .24696 
Vl3 SlviralllUit Pretest .57598 .70688 .69167 .58379 .73380 .95064 .83646 .25860 .97399 .00017 .02319 
V14 Ebviraunent Po&ttest .62586 .85048 .54192 .69559 .85388 .94283 .76241 .51169 .96083 .03505 .04928 
Vl5 <bale Pretest .19029 .09495 .37594 -.17469 -.20662 .26763 .20939 -.36005 .38972 -.10467 -.08547 
-...1 Vl6 Goals PO&ttest .47397 .78245 .63783 .78662 .80196 .96706 .74649 .4€1069 .90940 .02100 .04082 
\0 Vl7 l.c.:¥Jershi p Pretest -.37116 -.36132 .24657 -.32300 -.61321 -.10374 -.14896 -.59794 -.09551 -.13221 -.11695 
Vl8 Leadership l'bsttest .63171 .82943 .52174 .61593 .62302 .87059 .60»4 .42197 .89071 -.00241 .01801 
Vl9 EK}:>t.'clatials Pretest .68997 .81338 .10607 .26747 .65926 .61919 .51691 .55102 .84394 .04819 .03589 
V20 ExaJCCtat ia1s Posttcst .41481 .85187 .32759 .84161 .86021 .80865 .52709 .75980 .74324 .06929 .07173 
V21 Tia~<t-OJ~T .. :;k Pretest .21103 -.00102 -.27298 -.60862 -.44941 -.25835 -.26665 -.22122 .02626 -.06834 -.08002 
V22 TimL~Task Posttest .74633 .83348 .41180 .42958 .65283 .80554 .63372 .4VS06 .93591 .00945 .02058 
V2l H::ni tor ing Pretest .10353 .02088 -.26803 -.54043 -.41413 -.22295 -.26895 -.15754 .04499 -.06596 -.08198 
V24 Monitoring Posttcst .80953 .78>22 .27542 .28847 .80746 .72304 .72902 .43237 .93494 .05207 .05021 
V25 lbne/SciTJol Pretest 1.00000 .76980 .02956 .15292 .62724 .48242 .46102 .46612 .71142 .06005 .05987 
V26 lbme/School Posttest .76980 1.00000 .08698 .61281 .77099 .68206 .38638 .83077 • 76194 .07174 .06887 
V27 tl1vh:auncnt Chicrved .02956 .08698 1.00000 .53735 .35771 .77529 .78788 -.32065 .57531 -.05870 -.01119 
V28 Goals Q>a;erved .15292 .61281 .53735 1.00000 .66581 .77662 .44668 .55137 .51098 .03712 .()61)78 
V29 leadership Q.uerved .62724 .17099 .35777 .66581 1.00000 .80210 .75643 .61270 .81911 .09264 .09612 
V30 Expectatia\S (bserved .48242 .68206 .77529 .77662 .80210 1.00000 .85765 .30443 .91228 .01247 .04189 
V31 Time-on-Task Q•ucrved .46102 .36638 .78788 .44668 .75643 .85765 1.00000 -.02640 .85476 .01201 .o.,n6 
V32 lol:Jnitoring a.s .... rved .46612 .83077 -.32065 .55137 .61270 .30443 -.02640 1.00000 .33461 .10869 .0859\o 
V33 lbmc/SdlOOl <l>scrved • 71142 .76194 .57531 .51098 .81911 .91228 .85476 .33461 1.00000 .02474 .04068 
V34 Mil thuual ics Go! in .06005 .07174 -.05870 .03712 .092164 .01247 .01201 .10869 .02474 1.00000 .26209 
V35 Reading Glin .05987 .06887 -.01119 .06078 .09612 .04189 .03926 .OS599 .04068 .26209 1.00000 
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The control group was also slightly favored on 
monitoring student progress (-.10529). Yet, on the 
posttest the treatment group had a very high correlation 
(.76503). In addition, the observed behavior was highly 
significant (.61651). 
Home/school relations pretest showed a high 
correlation with the treatment group (.62067), and the 
post test revealed an even higher relationship ( .83958). 
Again, findings were confirmed by observed behavior. 
Findings presented in the · correlation matrix 
clearly provide evidence of a significantly higher 
relationship in the treatment group than in the control 
group on each of the effective school characteristics. 
Therefore, the treatment was successful in improving the 
effective school characteristics in the treatment group. 
The null hypothesis is rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no statistically significant relationship 
between the treatment group and the control group 
on achievement gains in mathematics and in reading 
as measured by the California Achievement Test. 
To present the test of this hypothesis, the corre-
lation matrix and t-test will be used. The California 
Achievement Test was administered in October of 1984 and 
again in October of 1985 to students in the treatment 
group and the control group. Normal curve equivalent 
(NCE) pretest and posttest scores were used to compute the 
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gain scores in reading and in mathematics. 
and 35 were used in this analysis (Table 1). 
Variables 34 
There was only a minute correlation between mathe-
matics gain and group ( .05026). A similar finding was 
evident for reading gain (.04967). These correlations 
indicated that there were no significant relationships 
between mathematics and reading gains and group. 
Further inspection of the matrix revealed that 
mathematics gain and reading gain correlated significantly 
(.26209). However, the relationship was only moderate. 
Mathematics gain also correlated moderately with mathe-
matics pretest (-.35651) and mathematics percentile 
pretest (- .33118). Reading gain correlated slightly with 
reading pretest (-. 28817), reading post test (. 25507), and 
reading percentile posttest (.24696). This suggests that 
lower scores on the pretest related to higher gains. Yet, 
on the posttest higher pretest scores were related to 
mathematics gains. Based on this individual disaggregated 
analysis, a significant relationship did not exist between 
treatment group and mathematics and reading gains. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted. 
The t-test was used as another statistical measure 
to further test this hypothesis. The t-test is used to 
test for group mean differences when there are two 
groups. Further tests of the hypothesis, using aggregated 
achievement data, indicated a significant difference 
between the treatment and control group in mathematics gain 
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and reading gain at the .01 level (Table 2). Additional 
t-tests using mathematics and reading pretest-posttest 
results for each group indicated significant improvement 
by both groups. However, the improvement was higher for 
the treatment group. Therefore, when the data are 
aggregated the null hypothesis is accepted. 
Although not a hypothesis in this study, meaningful 
findings were revealed when the achievement data were 
disaggregated by quartiles (Table 3). These findings 
showed a trend in student achievement pretest-posttest 
change scores. 
In the treatment group mathematics scores showed 
that 12.3 percent of the students scored in the first 
quartile (1-25) on the pretest, while only 7.2 percent of 
the students scored in this quartile on the posttest. 
These results indicated a decrease of 5.1 percent. In the 
control group 15.3 percent of the students scored in the 
first quartile on the pretest, and only 9.8 percent of the 
students scored in this quartile on the post test, repre-
senting a decrease of 5.5 percent. Therefore, both groups 
were successful in decreasing the percentile of students 
who initially scored below the 26th percentile. 
In the second quartile the percentage of students 
scoring between the 26th and the 49th percentile decreased 
by 2.7 percent between pretest and posttest. On the other 
hand, the control group experienced an increase of 2 






READING AND MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT GAIN, BASED ON BE'IWEEN-GROUP 
NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT PREI'EST-POSTI'EST GAIN SCORES 
Group Nuniber S.D. S.E. 
CDntrol 1,213 3.5507 9.30 .267 
Experimental 1,015 4.8759 10.05 .315 
Control 1,213 2.21 10.10 .290 
Experimental 1,015 3.47 10.55 .331 





ACHIEVEMINI' DATA BY QUARI'n.ES 
1st Quartile :atd Q.Jartile 3rd Q.Jartile 4th Qlartile 
1st to 25th 26th to 49th 50th to 75th 76th to 99th 
Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile 
Group N Measure n % n % n % n % 
Mathematics Percentile Scores 
. Treatment 1,015 Pretest 125 12.3 450 44.3 361 35.6 79 7.8 
Post test 73 7.2 422 41.6 431 42.5 89 8.8 
Difference -5.1 -2.7 +6.9 +1.0 
00 
~ 
Cbntrol 1,213 Pretest 186 15.3 568 46.8 387 31.9 72 5.9 
Post test 119 9.8 592 48.2 436 36.0 65 5.4 
Difference -5.5 +2.0 +4.1 -.5 
Reading Percentile Scores 
Treatment 1,015 Pretest 329 32.9 328 32.3 233 23.0 125 9.9 
Post test 229 22.6 317 31.2 268 26.4 201 19.8 
Difference -9.8 -1.1 +3.4 +7.5 
Cbntrol 1,213 Pretest 436 35.9 414 34.1 243 20.0 120 9.9 
Post test 366 30.2 391 32.2 298 24.6 158 13.0 
Difference -5.7 -1.9 +4.6 +3.1 
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decrease the percentage of students who score below the 
national norm (50th percentile), 
more successful than the control 
the treatment group was 
group. However , these 
matched student scores would suggest students in the first 
quartile moved to the second quartile, indicating growth. 
Third quartile comparisons revealed an increase of 
4.1 percent for the control group and an increase of 6.9 
percent for the treatment group. These findings indicated 
a positive trend for both groups. 
Fourth quartile frequency scores indicated an 
increase of 1 percent for the treatment group. By 
contrast, the control group experienced a .5 percent 
decrease of students scoring in the highest quartile. 
This finding validated the value of the treatment, since 
emphasis was placed on improving the achievement and 
meeting the needs of all of the students by monitoring 
individual student progress. 
Reading pretest-posttest quartile disaggregation 
had similar findings. First quartile changes showed a 
decrease of 9.8 percent in the treatment, compared to a 
decrease of 5. 7 in the control group. Second quartile 
changes indicated a decrease of 1.1 percent in the 
treatment group and 1.9 percent in the control group. 
Third quartile results indicated an increase of 4.6 percent 
in the control group and 3.4 percent in the treatment 
group. In the fourth quartile the treatment group showed 
86 
an increase of 7.5 percent, compared to 3.1 percent in the 
control group. 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no statistically significant relationship 
between each of the effective school characteristics 
as measured by observed behavior and the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Questionnaire and student 
achievement as measured by the California Achieve-
ment Test. 
The correlation matrix (Table 1) reveals a number 
of correlations which are significant at the .01 level. 
Each of the correlations is discussed in terms of its 
relationship to the hypothesis. 
Characteristics of Effective Schools 
Environment 
Teacher perceptions of environment pretest 
indicated a moderately high correlation with group 
( • 74084) 1 expectations posttest (.74405), home/school 
relations pretest (.57598), home/school relations posttest 
(.70688), and goals pretest (.48769). A high correlation 
existed with environment posttest (.95980), goals posttest 
( .94952) 1 leadership posttest (.93102), expectations 
pretest (.77771), time-on-task posttest (.92769), and 
monitoring posttest (.84329). Observed behavior revealed 
a significant correlation with the following: environment 
pretest (.69167), goals (.58379), leadership (.73380), 
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expectations (.95064)1 time-on-task (.83646) 1 and home/ 
school relations (.97399). A moderate correlation existed 
between environment pretest and monitoring (.25860). 
Environment posttest correlated slightly with 
goals pretest ( .28530} and moderately highly with home/ 
school pretest (.62586) 1 case study environment (.54192} 1 
case study goals (.69559)1 and case study monitoring 
student progress (.51169). High correlations existed 
between environment posttest and the following: group 
(.87115}1 environment pretest (.95980} 1 goals posttest 
(.97959}1 leadership posttest (.92647}1 expectations 
pretest (.83424)1 expectations posttest (.89021} 1 time-
on-task posttest ( .91829) 1 monitoring posttest ( .86916} 
1 
home/school posttest (.85048}. High correlations were 
also indicated with observed behavior leadership (.85383} 1 
expectations (.94283}1 time-on-task (.76241} 1 and home/ 
school relations (.96083}. The strongest relationships 
existed between environment posttest and the following: 




Achievement scores did not correlate with environ-
ment pretest or posttest scores at a level of significance. 
Goals 
Goals pretest correlated moderately with 
environment posttest (.28530) 1 goals posttest (.28460)1 
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expectations pretest ( .35618) 1 monitoring post test 
(.30253), observed environment (.37594), observed expecta-
tions ( .26763) 1 observed monitoring (-.36005), and 
observed home/school relations (.38972). Goals pretest 
correlated moderately highly with environment pretest 
( .48769), leadership posttest ( .53908), and time-on-task 
posttest ( .56448). A high correlation existed with 
leadership pretest (.83447), time-on-task pretest (.78171), 
and monitoring pretest (.77329). 
Goals post test correlated moderately highly with 
expectations pretest (.73843), home/ school pretest 
(.47397), observed environment (.63783), observed monitor-
ing (.46069), and observed time-on-task (.74649). Only a 
slight relationship was revealed with goals pretest, which 
endorses the effectiveness of the treatment. 
Goals post test correlated highly with group 
( .83675), environment pretest ( .94952), environment post-
test ( .97959), leadership post test ( .91531), expectations 
posttest (.90158), time-on-task posttest (.85884), monitor-
' 
ing posttes.t (. 75945), home/ school post test (. 78245), 
observed goals (.78662), observed leadership (.80196), 
observed expectations ( .96706), and observed home/school 
relations (.90940). 
Again, there were no significant relationships 
indicated with student achievement. 
89 
Leadership 
Leadership pretest correlated moderately with group 
(-.30056), expectations posttest (-.36688), home/school 
pretest (-.37116), home/school posttest (-.36132), and 
observed goals (-.32300). Moderately high correlations 
were evident with time-on-task pretest (.67888), monitoring 
pretest (.71905), observed leadership (-.61321), and 
observed monitoring (-.59794). The highest correlation 
existed with goals pretest (.83447). 
Leadership posttest correlated moderate~y with 
goals pretest (.53908), home/school pretest (.63171), 
observed environment (.52744), observed goals (.61593), 
observed leadership (.62302), observed time-on-task 
(.60204), and observed monitoring (.42197). A high corre-
lation was indicated with group (.78946), environment 
pretest (.93102), environment posttest (.92647), goals 
post test (.91531), expectations pretest (.76711), 
expectations posttest (.75079), time-on-task posttest 
(.96006), monitoring posttest (.76530), home/school 
posttest (.82943), observed expectations (.87059), and 
observed home/school relations (.89071). 
Leadership pretest correlated minutely with mathe-
matics post test ( -.12297) and mathematics percentile 
posttest (-.11826). However, these correlations were not 
at the level of significance established in this study. 
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Expectations 
Expectations pretest indicated a slight correlation 
with goals pretest (.35618)1 time-on-task pretest (.28852)1 
monitoring pretest (.36172)1 and observed goals (.26747). 
A moderately high correlation existed between expectations 
pretest and goals posttest (.73843)1 expectations posttest 
(.71469)1 home/school pretest {.68997)1 observed leadership 
(.69526)1 observed expectations (.61919)1 observed time-
on-task (.51691)1 and observed monitoring (.55102). 
High correlations existed between expectations 
pretest and the following: group (.74285)1 environment 
pretest (.77771)1 environment posttest (.83424)1 leadership 
posttest (.76711)1 time-on-task posttest (.88984)1 monitor-
ing posttest (.93937)1 home/school posttest (.81338)1 and 
observed home/school relations (.84394). 
Slight correlations existed between expectations 
post test and the following: leadership pretest (- .36688) 1 
time-on-task pretest (-.35094) 1 and observed environment 
(.32759). Moderately high correlations were indicated for 
expectations posttest and environment pretest (.74405) 1 
expectations pretest (.71469)1 time-on-task posttest 
(.69525)1 monitoring posttest (.67270)1 home/school pretest 
(.41481)1 observed time-on-task (.52709)1 and observed 
home/school relations (.74324). 
Correlations were high between expectations 
posttest and the following: group (.83677)1 environment 
posttest (.89021)1 goals posttest (.90158) 1 leadership 
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posttest (.75079) 1 home/school posttest (.85187)1 observed 
goals (.84161)1 observed leadership (.86012)1 observed 
expectations (.80865)1 and observed monitoring (.75980). 
There were no significant correlations between 
expectations and achievement scores. 
Time-on-Task 
Only moderate correlations existed with time-on-
task pretest and time-on-task posttest (.29476)1 expecta-
tions pretest (.28852)1 expectations posttest (-.35094) 1 
observed environment (-.27298) 1 observed expectations 
(-.25835)1 and observed time-on-task (-.26665). Moderately 
high correlations existed with time-on-task pretest and 
the following: leadership pretest (.67888)1 observed goals 
(-.60862) 1 and observed leadership (-.44941). High 
correlations were found with goals pretest (. 78171) and 
monitoring pretest (.97147). 
Time-on-task posttest correlations indicated a 
slight relationship with time-on-task pretest (.29476)1 
monitoring pretest (.31151)1 observed environment (.41180) 1 
and observed monitoring ( .40806). Moderately high corre-
lations existed with time-on-task posttest and goals 
pretest (.56448)1 expectations posttest (.69525)1 home/ 
school relations pretest (.74633)1 observed environment 
(.41180)1 observed goals (.42958)1 observed leadership 
(.65283)1 observed time-on-task (.63372)1 and observed 
monitoring (.40806). 
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High correlations existed between time-on-task 
post test and the following: group (. 78300) 1 environment 
pretest (.92769)1 environment posttest (.91829)1 goals 
posttest ( .85884) 1 leadership posttest ( .96006) 1 expecta-
tions pretest ( .88984) 1 monitoring posttest ( .89536) 1 
home/school posttest (.83348)1 observed expectations 
(.80554)1 and observed home/school relations (.93591). 
Achievement scores did not reveal a significant 
relationship with time-on-task. 
Monitoring Student Progress 
Monitoring pretest correlated only moderately with 
expectations pretest (.36172)1 time-on-task post test 
(.31151) 1 observed environment (-.26803) 1 and observed 
time-on-task (-.26895). Moderate correlations were 
indicated between monitoring pretest and leadership pretest 
(.71905)1 observed goals (-.54043)1 and observed 
leadership (.41413). 
High correlations existed with monitoring pretest 
and goals pretest (.77329) 1 time-on-task pretest (.97147) 1 
home/school pretest (.80953)1 home/school posttest 
(. 78022) 1 observed leadership ( .80746) 1 and observed 
home/school relations (.93494). 
Monitoring posttest showed a slight correlation 
with goals pretest (.30253)1 observed environment (.27542) 1 
and observed goals (.28847). Moderately high correlations 
existed with expectations posttest (.67270) 1 observed 
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expectations (.72304), observed time-on-task (.72902), and 
observed monitoring (.43237). High correlations existed 
with group (.76503), environment pretest (.84329), environ-
ment posttest (.86916), goals posttest (.75945), leadership 
posttest (.76530), expectations pretest (.93937), time-on-
task posttest (.89536), home/school pretest (.80953), home/ 
school posttest (.78022), observed leadership (.80746), 
and observed home/school relations (.93494). 
A correlation of significance was not exhibited 
between achievement scores and monitoring student progress. 
Home/School Relations 
Moderate correlations existed between home/school 
pretest and leadership pretest (-.37116). Higher 
correlations existed with group (.62067), environment 
pretest (.57598), environment posttest (.62586), goals 
post test (.47397), leadership post test 
expectations pretest (.68997), expectations 




leadership (.62724), observed expectations (.48242), 
observed time-on-task (.46102), observed monitoring 
(.46612), and observed home/school relations (.71142). 
The highest correlations existed between monitoring 
posttest (.80953) and home/school pretest (.76980). 
Home/school relations posttest showed a moderate 
correlation with leadership pretest (-.36132) and observed 
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time-on-task (.38638). Moderately high correlations 
existed with home/school posttest and environment pretest 
(. 70688), observed goals ( .61281), and observed expecta-
tions ( .68206). High correlations appeared between home/ 
school post test and group ( .83958), environment post test 
(.85048), goals posttest (.78245), leadership posttest 
(.82943), expectations pretest (.81338), expectations post-
test ( .85187), time-on-task posttest ( .83348), monitoring 
posttest (.78022), home/school relations pretest (.76980), 
observed leadership (.77099), observed monitoring (.83077), 
and observed home/school relations (.76194). 
Teacher perceptions of the environment, expecta-
tions, and home/school relations indicated high correla-
tions on the pretest and on the posttest. These findings 
might suggest that a higher pretest score on these 
characteristics led to a higher posttest score in the 
treatment schools. On the other hand, the findings might 
indicate that pretest conditions of these characteristics 
affected changes in other characteristics. However, 
goals, leadership, time-on-task, and monitoring student 
progress correlated highly with the treatment, although 
the correlations were low on the pretest. These results 
would suggest that these are the characteristics in which 
major changes were more evident in the treatment group. 
In each case, student achievement scores did not correlate 
with any of the individual effective school characteristics 
at a level of significance. Achievement scores did not 
95 
reveal a correlation with home/school relations at a level 
of significance. 
Observed Behavior 
Observed behavior indicated a high correlation on 
goals (.65216), leadership (.80849), expectations (.78718), 
time-on-task (.59100), monitoring student progress 
( .61651), and home/school relations ( .80978). These 
findings indicate agreement between teacher perceptions of 
these characteristics and observed behavior. The strongest 
relationship existed between home/school relations and 
leadership in the treatment group. There were no signif-
icant correlations with any of the observed correlations 
and student achievement. 
Student Achievement 
Mathematics scores showed a moderate correlation 
with mathematics gains in the pretest favorable to the 
control group (-.35651). However, in the posttest the 
treatment group correlation was slightly significant 
( .20632). Mathematics pretest correlated highly with the 
mathematics post test ( .84063), mathematics percentile 
pretest (.97120), mathematics percentile posttest (.82318), 
reading pretest (.71527), reading posttest (.67674), read-
ing percentile pretest (.70272), and reading percentile 
posttest (.66393). These high relationships indicate a 
high correlation between pretest scores and posttest 
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scores in the treatment group. Furthermore, there was a 
high correlation between the pretest mathematics scores 
and the reading scores. 
Mathematics posttest correlated highly with 
mathematics percentile pretest (.82515), mathematics 
percentile posttest (.97574), reading pretest (.71118), 
reading posttest (.75342), reading percentile pretest 
(. 70242), and reading percentile post test (. 74149). 
Similar findings existed between the pretest and posttest 
mathematics percentile scores. These findings confirm 
higher correlations between the posttests than between the 
pretests. 
Reading pretest revealed a moderate correlation 
with reading gain to the advantage of the control group 
(-.28817). A high correlation existed between reading 
pretest and mathematics pretest (.71527), mathematics 
posttest (.71118), mathematics percentile pretest (.72185), 
mathematics percentile posttest (.70794), reading posttest 
(.85240), reading percentile pretest (.95599), and reading 
percentile posttest ( .83402) favorable to the treatment 
group. 
Reading posttest also showed a moderate relation-
ship with reading gain (. 25507). A high correlation was 
revealed with mathematics pretest (.70272), mathematics 
posttest (.70242), mathematics percentile pretest (.71498), 
mathematics percentile post test (. 71306), reading pretest 
(.95599), reading percentile pretest (.~4718), and reading 
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percentile posttest { .97156). Reading percentile pretest 
and reading percentile posttest correlations supported 
these findings. 
As shown in Table 4, t-tests further validated the 
achievement gains in both mathematics and reading. Yet, 
it should be pointed out that some gains were evidenced by 
both groups. However, the higher gains by the treatment 
group would suggest that a significant relationship existed 
between student achievement and the treatment group.-
Demographic Characteristics 
There were no significant correlations between the 
demographic variables of sex, grade, and lunch and the 
other thirty-two variables. These findings support the 
balance between the control and treatment groups in 
controlling for socio-economic status in the initial 
selection process. However, it should be noted that early 
analysis of the data indicated a slight correlation between 
sex and achievement in reading and mathematics in favor of 
females. 
The second part of the factor analysis used the 
Varimax Rotation to transform the variables into a set of 
composite factors. By this analysis, the variables are 
loaded into factors in a hierarchical arrangement based on 
the ordered relationships. In this study thirty-five 
variables were hypothesized to be highly correlated as 






AaiiEVEMENT t-TFST RESULTS, BASED ON WITHIN-GROUPS NORMAL CURVE 
EQUIVALENT PREI'ESI'-POs:rrESr RESULTS 
Group Subtest ~an S.D. Mean Di.f 
Treatment Math Pre 46.91 18.44 
3.47 
Math IQst 50.38 17.68 
Control Math Pre 44.32 18.68 
2.21 
Math IQst 46.54 17.66 
Treatment Reading Pre 43.96 18.10 
4.87 
Reading Post 48.84 18.19 
Control Reading Pre 41.31 17.62 
3.55 
Reading lUst 44.86 17.11 
*Significance level • 01. 
df t 
1014 10.48 * 
1212 7.64 * 
1014 15.45 * 
1212 13.29 * 
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of the factor analysis revealed that the original vari-
ables could be grouped into eight relatively independent 
factors with most of the variables falling into the first 
two factors (Table 5). The variables with the highest 
correlation coefficients within each factor are those that 
are most highly correlated. 
Factor I 
In Factor I the most highly loaded variables were 
(1) group, (2) environment pretest, (3) environment post-
test, (4) goals posttest, (5) leadership posttest, (6) ex-
pectations pretest, (7) expectations posttest, (8) time-on-
task posttest, (9) monitoring posttest, (10) home/school 
pretest, (11) home/school posttest, (12) observed goals, 
(13) observed leadership, (14) observed expectations, 
(15) observed time-on-task, and (16) observed home/school 
relations. 
The variables in Factor I all relate to the group 
and to the characteristics of effective schools. Each of 
the posttest characteristics appeared in this factor. 
However, only two of the pretest characteristics, environ-
ment and expectations, were highly loaded in this factor. 
These findings may suggest that these preconditions have a 
direct relationship to the postconditions. It was stated 
in the conceptual framework that the variables interact in 




~iable Pact:or 1 Pactor 2 Pact:or 3 Pact:or 4 Pactor 5 Pactor 6 Pactor 7 Pactor 8 
Vl LlR:tl -.088()1 -.11773 -.05849 .04637 -.02658 .00073 .62894 -.17647 
V2 Group .89191 .06253 -.13695 -.11347 .01155 .03793 .15654 -.00988 
VJ <kade -.01368 -.12323 -.01122 -.01349 -.01192 .00146 -.03682 .870~11 
V4 Sex .06775 -.08847 .01043 -.07678 .03230 .00684 .68977 .13582 
V5 Mlth a::t: Pretest .03629 .89599 -.02740 .05049 -.28193 -.05483 .13314 .00155 
V6 Mlth a::t: Poattest .05568 .90592 -.06661 .00502 .15418 -.05396 .04597 -.17434 
V7 Mlth Elercenti le Pretest .03160 .89812 -.02386 .04972 -.27597 -.04946 .10580 -.01120 
V8 Mlth Percentile Posttest .04652 .90780 -.06151 .00673 .15572 -.05674 .02900 -.16676 
V9 Reading a::t: Pretest .04191 .88383 .03575 -.02965 -.18403 .05037 -.22088 -.03184 
VlO Reading ti:E Poattest .06261 .90486 .00228 -.01]58 .24977 .03736 -.13397 .09360 
Vll Reading Percentile Pretest .03249 .88585 .04244 -.03853 -.13599 .05392 -.21907 .00383 
Vl2 Reading Percentile Poattest .06262 .89895 -.00498 -.01510 .24391 .03437 -.14245 .09965 
Vl3 Environment Pretest .94236 .03913 .U773 .30083 -.00393 .03941 -.03170 -.00296 
Vl4 Ehviraunent Poattest .99147 .04320 -.03343 .07703 .01195 .06421 -.02157 .00047 
Vl5 OJala Pretest .29567 -.01455 .89142 .31629 -.05230 .05014 -.03213 -.00345 
Vl6 Goals Poattest .95230 .03246 -.05700 .15229 .00090 .24404 -.01858 .00109 ....... Vl7 leadership Pretest -.17180 -.04675 .85515 .34384 -.07062 .32510 -.02010 -.00273 
0 Vl8 leadership Poattest .93457 .02172 .24508 .04977 -.00859 .16887 -.01713 .00319 
0 Vl9 Expectatims Pretest .86482 .04995 .24175 -.22896 .02638 -.23861 -.02805 -.00009 
v:n ExpectatiOIB Pbsttest .87253 .03328 -.29601 -.19132 .02345 .27814 -.00200 .00564 
V21 Time-<m-'lhsk Pretest -.02701 -.01603 .95121 -.17117 -.02650 -.24576 -.01919 -.00030 
V22 Time-on-Task Poattest .94190 .03650 .31352 .00754 .00331 -.07814 -.02633 .00054 
V23 fblitoring Pretest .01433 -.01764 .95744 -.3)878 -.02831 -.12592 -.03>63 .00024 
V24 Monitoring Pbsttest .89537 .06419 .08765 -.01043 .03215 -.40364 -.03362 -.00386 
V25 lbne/Sdlcal Pretest .70048 .05344 .04199 -.20172 .03991 -.55625 -.01316 .00050 
V26 fbae/Sdlcal Poatteat .89237 .03542 -.05857 -.41]63 .03122 -.00194 .00096 .00797 
V27 Ehviraunent Qlaerved .46583 .01006 -.05574 .82178 -.03678 .28921 -.02680 -.00766 
V28 Goals <bserved .65002 .00626 -.47232 .03872 .00108 .57782 .01367 .00722 
V29 leadership <bserved .84617 .06387 -.48337 -.00479 .04581 -.16827 -.01388 -.0011J 
VJO ExpectatiOIB <bserved .90749 .03612 -.14016 .34929 -.00138 .17457 -.02163 -.00171 
V31 Time-<m-'nlsk <bserved .73>98 .05719 -.19768 .61366 .00888 -.21424 -.03915 -.01056 
V32 fblitoring <bserved .55374 .02167 -.32280 -.75350 .04730 .11002 .02418 .01269 
VJ3 lbme/Sdlcal <bserved .95944 .053)9 .05574 .21493 .01263 -.15643 -.03276 -.00372 
VJ4 Matheaatica Gain .03048 -.05599 -.06540 -.08256 .77533 .00597 -.16123 -.30355 
VJS Reading Gilin .03717 .02272 -.06193 .02996 .79772 -.02472 .16312 .23029 
101 
Factor II 
The variables which appeared in Factor II were 
(1) mathematics pretest, ( 2) mathematics posttest, 
(3) mathematics percentile pretest, (4) mathematics 
percentile posttest, (5) reading pretest, (6) reading 
post test, ( 7) reading percentile pretest, and (8) reading 
percentile posttest. 
These variables all relate to student achievement 
in the basic skills of reading and mathematics. Since the 
mathematics gain and the reading gain variables ~ere not 
loaded into this factor, one can assume that the precon-
ditions were strongly influenced by the postcondi tions. 
Research on effective school improvement projects indicates 
that change in student achievement occurs over a three- to 
five-year period. A high correlation was expected between 
the reading and mathematics scores (normal curve equiv-
alent) and the reading and mathematics percentile scores, 
since each of these scores is based on the raw score in 
each subject. Yet, the correlations indicate a high 
relationship between reading and mathematics achievement. 
Factor III 
Variables in Factor III were (1) goals pretest, 
(2) leadership pretest, (3) time-on-task pretest, and (4) 
monitoring pretest. The treatment in this study was 
designed to improve the characteristics of the school by 
initiating a school-based plan based on a needs assessment 
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for the treatment group. The improvement plan was 
supported by staff development in requested areas. This 
analysis supports the effectivenesss of the treatment, 
since these four pretest conditions did not load into the 
first factor. 
Factor IV 
Factor IV variables were observed environment and 
observed monitoring • Since each of these variables was 
based on observed behavior, the bias of the observer could 
have influenced the loading of the variables. On the other 
hand, the experience, thoroughness, and objectivity of the 
observer may have been more valid than the perceptions of 
the staff. 
Factor V 
Factor V variables were reading gain and mathe-
matics gain. Gain scores loaded into a separate 
independent factor which was consistent throughout the 
correlation. 
Factor VI 
Although there were two variables heavily weighted 
in Factor VI (home/ school relations and observed goals), 
they were more heavily loaded in other factors. 
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Factor VII 
The factor analysis placed lunch (socio-economic 
status) and sex in the seventh factor, indicating a low 
relationship when socio-economic factors are matched. 
Factor VIII 
Grade loaded into the last factor, indicating that 
it was least related to Factor I. This would indicate 
that cha~ges in achievement were evenly distributed-across 
grade levels. 
The correlation matrix and the factor analysis 
indicate many significant relationships among the variables 
commonly associated with student achievement and with 
effective school characteristics. Furthermore, related 
variables were grouped in a hierarchy. However, student 
achievement did not fall into the first factor, indicating 
that effective school characteristics related more highly 
to treatment than to achievement. It was stated in the 
theoretical framework that the effective school charac-
teristics do not exist in isolation but interact in a 
variety of linkages to a £feet student achievement. 
Although speci fie correlations among the characteristics 
were established, a total composite score for the 
characteri sties was not computed. Therefore, the third 
hypothesis of no statistically significant relationship 
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between each of the effective school characteristics and 
student achievement is accepted. 
This chapter has presented an analysis of the 
data. Conclusions of the study and recommendations for 
further study are discussed in the final chapter. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Building on knowledge gained from research on 
school effectiveness, the DeKalb County School System 
developed an effective school project. The project, which 
was experimental in design, advocated a school-based 
approach. Each school developed and implemented a plan 
for improvement based on a needs assessment and supported 
by staff development. 
This study was designed to determine the degree of 
success of this project after the first year of implemen-
tation. It analyzed and compared the changes that occurred 
in the treatment group to those of the control group. The 
thrust of this investigation was three-fold: first, to 
determine if the treatment was effective in changing 
school characteristics: second, to compare changes in 
student achievement between the two groups: and third, to 
investigate the relationship between effective school 
characteristics and student achievement in the basic 
skills. 
This chapter presents a summary of the study with 




The need for reform in America's schools is well 
documented in the literature. As a result, across the 
nation, major emphasis has been placed on school improve-
ment. During the past decade, educational research 
findings have contributed greatly to understandings of 
more effective school practices to improve leadership, 
teaching, and learning. Schools that are successful in 
teaching the basic skills to poor and minority children 
have been identified. The characteristics that are 
present in these schools are a positive environment, goals 
and objectives supporting the school mission, effective 
leadership, high expectations, monitoring student progress, 
time-on-task, and strong home/school relations. These 
characteristics have provided a basis for school improve-
ment projects. Yet, literature on examination of schools 
that are in the process of trying to improve is limited. 
Information is needed on procedures followed, obstacles 
encountered, and results obtained. 
This. investigation was based on the conception 
that if schools are to become more effective, changes in 
school characteristics must occur. These changes must be 
planned at the local school level and supported through 
staff development. It was further theorized that the 
effective school characteristics do not function indepen-
dently but that relationships exist between and among 
them. It was contended that changes in and interactions 
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among some characteristics may affect changes in other 
characteristics. 
The study encompassed the use of an experimental 
design and employed techniques of ethnographic studies. 
Each group, treatment and control, consisted of three 
schools that were matched on socio-economic status and on 
student achievement. Six principals, 150 teachers, and 
2,228 students were involved in the study. The treatment 
consisted of leadership training on effective school 
characteristics, the development and implementatipn of a 
school-based improvement plan, and staff development. The 
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire, the 
California Achievement Test, and observed behavior were 
used as measurement tools. 
Data collected on thirty-five variables were 
subjected to t-tests, correlations, and factor analysis. 
The following hypotheses were tested and the findings are 
indicated. 
Hypothesis 1: There is no statistically significant 
relationship between the treatment group and the control 
group on each of the effective school characteristics as 
measured by observed behavior and the Connecticut School 
Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
The hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically significant 
relationship between the treatment group and the control 
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group on achievement gains in mathematics and in reading 
as measured by the California Achievement Test. 
The hypothesis was accepted when data were dis-
aggregated by individual student. The hypothesis was 
rejected when data were aggregated by mean gains. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically significant 
relationship between each of the effective school 
characteristics as measured by observed behavior and the 
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire and student 
achievement as measured by the California Achievement Test. 
The hypothesis was accepted. 
Conclusions 
Based on the results analyzed in Chapter V, the 
conclusions drawn are presented in the order of appearance 
of the evidence in the former chapter. 
1. The DeKalb County school-based model was successful in 
improving effective school characteristics in the 
treatment group. The treatment was highly related to 
each of the following effective school characteristics: 
environment, goals, leadership, expectations, time-on-
task, monitoring student progress, and home/school 
relations. This finding was verified by observed 
behavior. The control group did not show significant 
improvement in any of the seven effective school 
characteristics. 
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2. There was no significant relationship between the 
treatment and student achievement gains in mathematics 
and in reading when gains were disaggregated by 
individual students. 
3. There was a significant relationship between achieve-
ment gains in reading and in mathematics in the 
treatment group when gains were aggregated. 
4. There was a moderately significant relationship between 
achievement gains in reading and in mathematics in the 
treatment group when gains were aggregated. 
5. The treatment group was successful in improving the 
achievement of students in each quartile. The control 
group was successful in improving the achievement 
scores of students in the first, second, and third 
quartiles but were not successful in improving the 
achievement of students in the fourth quartile. 
6. There was no significant relationship between student 
achievement and each of the following characteristics: 
environment, goals, leadership, expectations, time-on-
task, monitoring student progress, and home/school 
relations. 
7. The characteristics impacted the most during the first 
year of implementation were leadership, time-on-task, 
monitoring student progress, and goals. 
8. The pretest characteristics that showed high relation-
ships with each of the post test characteristics were 
environment, expectations, and home/school relations. 
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9. A high relationship was evidenced between pretest 
achievement and posttest achievement in mathematics 
and in reading. Reading achievement was also related 
to mathematics achievement. 
10. When socio-economic status, sex, and grade were 
controlled, no significant relationship existed with 
any of the other thirty-two variables used in this 
study. 
Limitations 
This study was subject to four limitations: 
1. Generalization from the data was limited to six 
elementary schools in DeKalb County, Georgia. 
2. Data on the seven effective school characteristics 
were limited to separate characteristic scores. 
Aggregated characteristic data may alter the results. 
3. This study investigated the relationships. The 
findings of the research do not represent causation. 
4. Although group size was initially controlled, student 
mobility during the school year resulted in a smaller 




Based on the findings of this study, the following 
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specific recommendations are offered as they relate to the 
DeKalb County Effective School Project: 
1. Continue formative evaluations to provide feedback to 
the schools and to give direction to the project. 
Utilize separate school comparisons to indicate 
changes within each school. 
2. Continue the project for the treatment group: expand 
it to include the control group and the other four 
schools that met the initial criteria. 
3. Explore implementation of the effective school project 
into the feeder high schools. 
4. Develop a partnership between the project schools and 
local universities. This partnership would help to 
bridge the gap between theory and practice. 
Research 
Based on the findings regarding the research 
hypotheses, the conceptual model, and the methodological 
issues, three recommendations for future research are 
offered: 
1. Further study of the relationship between effective 
school characteristics (aggregated and disaggregated) 
and student achievement would add to the body of 
literature on school improvement. 
2. A study which examines the evaluation processes 
associated with school improvement projects is needed 
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to identify evaluation processes that are particularly 
relevant to researchers and useful for practitioners. 
3. A longitudinal study which examines the stages of the 
change process in the effective school improvement 
projects over a three- to five-year period would 
determine if the initial impetus could be maintained. 
Summary 
This chapter has brought closure to this study by 
providing a summary of earlier chapters, presenting the 
conclusions drawn from the findings, establishing limi ta-
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THE CONNECTICUT SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Introduction 
This Questionnaire is one component of the Connecticut 
School Effectiveness Assessment Process. Items are drawn 
from the research on school and instructional effective-
ness. The school effectiveness characteristics assessed 
through this Questionnaire are the focal points of the 
Connecticut School Effectiveness Project. 
The purpose of this Questionnaire is to survey your 
perceptions based on your experiences in this school. 
There are no right or wrong answers. Whenever possible 
questions are designed to measure "school effects" and you 
will be asked to generalize about the people working in 
this school. Where this is not possible you should 
respond from your own experiences. 
Responses are summarized and will be reported back to the 
faculty and administration of this school in group profile 
form. To ensure confidentiality do not write your name on 
the Answer Sheet. The descriptive information requested 
will be used to study how various groups respond to 
Questionnaire items. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Please DO NOT MARK the Questionnaire. All responses 
are to be recorded on a separate Answer Sheet. 
2. All questions have five {5) possible responses. Record 
your answer by filling in the circles on the Answer 








Uncertain, Undecided (This response should be 
used as infrequently as possible.) 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
3. Although some questions may seem to warrant a Yes-No 
response, the categories permit you to indicate the 
intensity of your feelings in relation to the item. 
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4. Your perceptions based on your experience in this 
school are important. 
5. The person administering this Questionnaire is avail-
able to answer procedural questions, but it is your 
interpretation of each item that is important. 
6. Each item must be read carefully. There is not a time 
limit. Completion of this Questionnaire is expected 
to take approximately thirty (30) minutes. 
DIRBC'l'IOIIS 
NIIDS A881881111n' IRSTRUIIBRT 
Tbe attached assessment instrument is designed to determ1ne 
two fields of information. First, you are to respond to the 
statement/que~tion with where you are as a school community. 
Secondly, you are then to respond to the question/statement in 
light of the desired level that you would like to exist in your 
school community. 
The actual condition of your school community will always be 
placed on an odd n~r on the answer sheet. 
The desired condition for your school community will always 
be placed on an even nuaber on tbe answer sheet. 
There are only 84 multiple choice questions/statements in 
this needs assessment. However, the needs asessment instrument 
has 128 responses. Your responses might be as follows: 
1. a b 0 d e existing condition 
2. a b c d 0 desired condition 
3. a b c 0 e existing condition 
4. a b c 0 e de:· sired condition 
It is acceptable for the ellisting and desired condition 




1. Is tbls scbool a sate aad secure place to work? 
a. The school is not physically secure. Pear and concern 
tor safety are constantly present. 
b. There is a general feeling of insecurity. It is not safe 
to be alone in the building and numerous incidents occur. 
c. The school is secure from outside interference. There 
are occasional incidents that heighten concern through 
the building. 
d. Adults and Rtudents generally feel secure. However, 
there are some internal student related problems. 
e. This is a secure building. Students and staff do not 
view security as an issue. 
2. Respoad to questloa 11 by ideatltyiag tbe desired level for 
JOur scbool ca..ualtJ. 
3. Wbat la tbe dlsclpllaary climate la tbls acbool? 
a. The climate is very chaotic. There is a sense of dis-
urder and frequent disruption of school events and class 
instruction. 
b. There is a degree of controlled order. Frequent disci-
pline problems occur and classes are often interrupted. 
c. There is general order in the school. Serious discipline 
problems are related to a small percentage of the stu-
dents. 
d. School and class behavior are generally acceptable. 
Classroom interruptions and school discipline problems 
are infrequent ~nd dealt with consistently. 
e. Discipline is not an issue. School behavior is generally 
positive and students abide by school rules. 
4. Desired level tor 13. 
5. lbo assu .. s respoaslblllty for dlacipllae la tbls scbool? 
a. Students, staff, administration, and parents demonstrate 
acceptance and share responsibility for discipline and 
school behavior. 
b. The teaching Rt&ff and principal share responsibility. 
consistency and cooperation are present. 
c. Teachers handle most discipline. The administration is 
generally supportive. 
d. There is not a coordinated effort. Teachers handle dis-
cipline without support or assistance from the admini-
stration. 
e. tt is difficult to tell. ~o one is really responsible. 
-1-
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8. Desired level for 14. 
7. lbat ia tbe general condition and upkeep of tbe scbool build-
in&? 
a. The condition of the building is very poor. There is 
poor light, poor heating/cooling, unsafe class areas 
and/or playground, peeling paint, broken plumbing, etc. 
b. The school is generally not safe and clean. Some repairs 
are needed throughout the building. 
c. The school is generally safe and clean. The building is 
clean, orderly, and well taken care of by the staff and 
!itudents. 
d. The school building is clean, orderly, and well taken 
care of by staff and students. 
e. The school building is neat, bright, clean and 
comfortable, It is a source of school pride. 
a. Desired level for 17. 
9. lbat are student attitude& toward learnin& in tbis scbool? 
a. Most students are eager and enthusiastic about school and 
learning. A positive feeling permeates the school. 
b. Students are generally positive about school and 
lt!arning. 
c. ~ost students complete school tasks as required; students 
are generally receptive but there is little enthusiasm 
for learning. 
d, The atmosphere is not conducive to learning, Students 
who want to learn are often interfered with. 
e. Students are generally not motivated and show no interest 
in learnin~I. 
10. Desired level for 19. 
NOTB: Please respond to questions/state .. nts fro. tbis point 
wltb tbe ODD nu.bers (ezisting conditions) and BVBN nuabers 
(desired condition). --
II. GOALS AND OB.JBCTIVBS STATBIIBNTS 
11. Is tbere a written state .. nt of purpose for tbis scbool tbat 
guides the instructional procr .. ? 
a. There is ncl agreed upon, written statement of purpose. 
b. A written statement e~ists, but it has little influence 
on the instructional program. 
c. A !itatement docs exist. A few general instructional 




d. A statement of purpose has been developed by the faculty 
and administration of this school. Many instructional 
decisions are related to this statement. 
e. The statement of purpose or mission is the driving force 
behind most important school decisions. 
13. In tbe area of re&dina. is tbere a set of written. sequential 
obJectiYes in tbis scbool up tbrouab all arades? 
w. 
a. There is not a set of sequential objectives. 
b There are a number of basal series in use and each has 
its own objectives. Basal series provide a general 
framework for instruction. 
c ObJectives are identified as part of one basal series. 
The basal provides a general framework. 
d. Specific objectives exist. Objectives are more than a 
general framework. 
e. Specific objectives exist through all grades. Tbe pro-
gram is based on these objectives. 
15. To what eateat do teachers use tbese objectives in re&dina to 
IUide tbeir instruction? 
~-
a. Instruction is not guided by objectives. It is IUided by 
various materials used. 
b. Curriculum guides and basal texts provide a general 
framework for classroom instruction. 
c. Identified objectives guide some instruction. There is 
much variation throughout the school. 
d. Identified obJectives guide most classroom instruction. 
e. School-wide objectives are the focal point ot instruc-
tion. Materials and instruction are directed at these 
objective~. 
17. Ia readina. is tbere a set of skills tbat all students are 
eapected to .. ster at eacb arade level? 
a. There is not a set of skills to be mastered at each grade 
level. 
b. Students are expected to master skills in the grade level 
materials they are usin1. Many students do not work on 
skills at their grade level. 
c. Students are presented skills as they are ready. Grade 
level skills are the general goal. 
d. Grade level skills are identifed and most students are 




c. An identified set of objectives or skills that all S·tu-
dents must master e~ists at each grade level. 
19. Ia tbe area of laa1uace arts, ls tbere a set of writtea 
sequeatlal objectives la tbls scbool up tbrou1b all 1rades? 
20. 
a. Specific objectives e~ist through all grades. The pro-
~ram is based on these objectives. 
b. Specific objectives e~ist. Objectives are more than a 
general framework. 
e. Objectives are identified as part of one basal series. 
The basal provides a general framework. 
d. There are a number of basal series in use and each has 
its own objectives. Basal series provide a general 
framework for instruction. 
e. There is not a set of sequential objectives. 
21. To wbat ezteat do teacbers use tbeae objectives ia laacuace 
arts to guide tbeir lastructloa? 
22. 
a. Instruction is not guided by objectives. It is guided by 
various materials used. 
b. Curriculum guides and basal tezts provide a general 
framework for classroom instruction. 
e. Identified objectives guide some instruction. T~ere is 
much variation throughout the school. 
d. Identified objectives guide most classroom instruction. 
e. School-wide objectives are the focal point of 
instruction. Naterials and instruction are directed at 
these objectives. 
23. Ia laa1uage arts is there a set of skills tb&t all studeats 
are ezpeeted to master at eacb grade level? 
a. TherP. i~ not a sP.t of skills to master at each grade 
level. 
b. Stadents are expected to master skills in the grade level 
materials they are using. Many students are not working 
on skills at their grade level. 
c. Stud~nts are presented skills as they are ready. Grade 
level skills are the general goal. 
d. Grade level skills are identified and most students are 
expected to master these skills. 
e. An identified set of objectives or skills that all stu-




25. Ia the area of .. tb ... tics, is there a set of written, 
sequential objectives in this scbool up throu1b all 1rades? 
28. 
a. There is not a set of sequential objectives. 
b. There are a number of basal series in use and each has 
its own objectives. Basal series provide a general 
framework for instruction. 
c. Objectives are identified as part of one basal series. 
The basal prQVides a general framework. 
d. Specific objectives exist. Objectives are more than a 
~eneral framework. 
e. Specific objectives exist through all grades. The pro-
~ram is based on these objectives. 
27. To what ezteat do teacbers use tbese objective& in .. tbe-
matics to luide tbeir iastructloa? 
28. 
a. Instruction is not guided by objectives. It is guided 
by various materials used. 
b. Curriculum guides and basal texts provide a general 
framework for classroom instruction. 
c. Identified objectives ~uide some instruction. There is 
much variation throughout the school. 
d. Identified objectives ~uide most classroom instruction. 
e. There is not a set of skills to be mastered at each grade 
level. 
29. Ia .. tb ... tics is there a set of skills tbat all students are 
ezpected to .. ster at eacb 1rade level? 
30. 
a. An identified set of objectives or skills that all stu-
dents must master e~ist at each grade level. 
b. r.rade level skills are identified and most students are 
e~pected to master these skills. 
c. Students are presented skills as they are ready. Grade 
level skills are the general goal. 
d. Students are e~pected to master skills in the grade level 
materials they are using. Many students are not working 
on skills ~t their grade level. 




31. Do teacbers la tbis scbool bave .. terials, supplies, aad 
equip .. at tbat are Deeded to carry out tbis scbool's lastruc-
tioaal objectives? 
32. 
a. Materials are not available. The instructional program 
is significantly affected. 
b. Improvement is needed. Some materials are regularly not 
available. The instructional program could improve with 
additional materials. 
c. The materials needed for basic skil~instruction usually 
are available. There are adequate materials to meet 
objectives. 
d. The materials needed most often are available or they are 
a hi'h priority and are expected to become available. 
e. All materials necessary for instruction in basic skills 
are available. 
III. BPPBC!IVB LBADBRSBIP 
33. How is lnstructioaal leadersbip provided in tbis scbool? 
~. 
a. There is no centralized leadership for instruction. 
Teachers deal with instructional matters independently. 
b. Occasionally, various people provide limited leadership. 
There is not an identifiable or consistent leader. 
c. Instructional leadership is limited and is not a key 
factor in the school. The principal is generally the 
instructional leader. 
d. The principal provides a degree of instructional leader-
ship through coordination and delegation. The principal 
is the instructional leader. 
e. There is very clear, stron~. centralized leadership from 
the principal. Teachers turn to the principal with 
instructional concerns. 
35. To what extent does tbe principal proaote tbe discussioa of 
instructional lmprove .. nt? 
a. There is no real communication among teachers regardin, 
the instructional program. The principal does not pro-
mote discussion of instructional improvement. 
b. Discussion is occasionally initiated by the principal, 
but it is not regular or planned. 
38. 
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c, The principal or a committee initiated by the principal 
occasionally will plan formal or informal meetings to 
discuss instructional improvement. 
d, There are meetings with teachers to discuss instruction. 
The principal is active in these meetings. 
e. There are frequent formal and informal discussions con-
cerning instruction and student achievement led by the 
principal, This is a high priority area for the princi-
pal, 
37, Bow ofteD does tbe priacipal .ake foraal classroo. obser-
vatioas? 
38. 
a. Once every two years or less 
b, Once a year 
c. Twice a year 
d. Three times a year 
e, Four times a year or more 
39, lbat procedures are followed 1D a tJpical claaaroo. obaer-
vatioa ia tbia acbool? 
40. 
a. The principal and teacher plan the focus of each obser-
vation at a pre-conference. An observation always is 
followed by a post-conference, 
b, The principal and teacher arrange a time for obser-
vations, Post-conferences follow each observation. 
c. The principal and teacher may plan for an observation 
time. Feedback follows the observation, usually in the 
form of a post-conference. 
d, The principal generally informs teachers before an obser-
vation, A lesson is observed and feedback in some form 
may be .,;iven. 
~. TherP. is no typical pattern. The principal stops in to 
observe classroom and may follow up informally, 
41. Row often does tbe principal eacace ia a post-observation 
coafereace eitb JOU? 
a. Once every two years 
b. Once 11. yeH.r 
c. Twice a year 
d. Thre~ time 11. yeH.r 




43. Wbat type of feedback or informatloa does tbe prlac1pal pro-
vide after a.classroo. observat1oa? 
44. 
a. There is little or no feedback after observation. 
b. There is general feedback through discussion or a note. 
Feedback often does not focus on instruction. 
c. The post-observation conference usually focuses on 
instruction in a general sense. 
d. The feedback is primarily on instruction. Strengths and 
areas for improvement are generally discussed. 
e •. The main emphasis is on instruction. The feedback 
usually involves the focus determined in the pre-
observation conference. 
45. How frequeatly is tbe priacipal seeD arouad tbe acbool? 
48. 
a. The principal is not visible around the school. 
b. The principal can most ~teen be found in the office. 
He/she is seen infrequently around the school 
c. The principal is seen occasionally around the school. 
d. The principal is frequently and regularly visible at 
specific locations in the school (e,g., cafeteria, play-
ground, office). The principal is highly visible around 
the school. 
e. The principal makes many informal contacts with students 
&nd teachers. 
41. Wbat are tbe prtacipal'a requlr ... ata or policies recardiDI 
lessoa plaaa? 
48. 
a. The principal does not require or monitor instructional 
pl&ns. 
b. The principal expects planning to exist, but seldom 
collects or reviews plans. 
c. The principal requires planning and occasionally reviews 
these plana. 
d. The principal requires plans, reviews them regularly and 
occasionally gives feedback. 
e. The principal requires and reviews plans regularly. The 




49. ?o wbat eateat do you seek tbe belp or advice ot your 
principal ia relation to instruction? 
~. 
a. Instructional advice is sought frequently from the prin-
cipal. The principal is an important resource person for 
instruction. 
b. There are discussions about instruction with the princi-
pal, but the principal is not an important instructonal 
resource person. 
c. Occasionally, usually related to some special situation 
or circumstance. 
d. Rarely. 
e. Very seldom or never. 
Sl. Row aucb wei&ht does your principal place on tbe -.aaiDI and 
uee of teat reaulta la laatructioaal 1aprov ... at? 
52. 
a. The principal discourages test score analysis. There is 
a negative attitude toward standardized test results. 
b. The principal is mildly interested or concerned with 
school test results. The principal may report the data, 
with no follow-up or interpretation. 
c. The principal usually reports test results to the staff. 
There is little analysis or discussion of the data. 
d. The principal views test results as somevbat meaningful 
and useful. The principal regularly reviews test results 
with faculty to get a general picture of school achieve-
ment. 
e. The principal places much emphasis on the meaning and use 
of test r~sults for program improvement. The principal 
reviews and interprets test results with staff. 
53. ?o wbat eatent does tbe principal .. ke teacbers feel account-
able for studeat acbleve-.nt? 
a. The principal does not discuss teacher performance in 
relation to student achievement. 
b. The principal occasionally emphasizes to all teachers 
their ~en~ral responsibility for student achievement. 
c. The principal often discusses teacher performance 1n 
relation to student achievement. Some accountability is 
felt as a r~sult. 
d. Individual tuachers' responsibility for student achieve-
ment is a priority of the principal. Individual teachers 
feel ~unerally accountable as a result of this emphas1s. 
c. The principal fr~quently communicates to individual 




~ehievement. All teachers feel accountable for student 
achievement. 
55. !o wbat eateat does tbe pr11ncipal pra.ote or arrange staff 
develo,.ant in relation to 1nstruct1oaal t.prova.eat? 
se. 
a. The principal does not promote or arrange staff develop-
ment. 
b. The principal promotes programs mandated from above. 
The promoted programs usually are not related to instruc-
tional improvement for teachers in the school. 
e. The principal occasionally works with teachers in pro-
moting specific activities to improve instruction in the 
school. 
d. The principal regularly arranges or promotes staff 
development activities for teachers in the school to 
improve instruction. 
e. The principal is very active in securing resources, 
arranging opportunities, and promoting staff development 
activities for the staff. 
57. !o wbat decree does tbe pr1ac1pal arrange for coord1aat1oa of 
tbe 1natruct1oaal procr .. •1tb1a and between cradea? 
58. 
a. There is very little or no coordination. The principal 
is not involved. 
b. There is some coordination within and/or between grades, 
but not necessarily as a result of the principal. 
c. The principal has arranged or allowed assential coordi-
nation between and within grades. There is some general 
coordination, but it is very loose. 
d. The principal has arranged tor coordination between and 
among ~rades. The instructional program is coordinated 
overall, but the principal is not active in coordination. 
e. The principal and teachers work together to coordina~e 
the instructional program. 
59. To wbat eateat do faculty meetings deal •1tb inatructioaal 
concerns? 
a. Instructional issues are the primary focus of each 
faculty meeting. The principal consistently brings, or 
encourages others to bring, instructional issues to the 




b, Instructional issues are often the focus of discussions 
~enerated by the principal at faculty meetings, They are 
often part of the planned agenda. 
c. Instructional activities or issues occasionally are in-
cluded as part of the faculty meeting agenda. Tbese 
issues seldom are dealt with in depth. 
d, ~eneral instructional matters will surface occasionally 
at faculty meetings. Instructional matters are not the 
usual or planned focus. 
e. Faculty meetings seldom if ever involve instructional 
matters. 
IV. IIPBCT&TIOR 
81. TJpicallJ, wb&t perceat of studeata are eapected to .. star 







83. Wbat do teacbera la tbis acbool believe is tbeir reapoaai-
bility ia relatioa to atudeat acbiev ... at ia tbe basic 
skills? 
64. 
a. There is no specific responsibility, Teachers present 
the content. 
b. Teachers are responsible for normal curve distribution of 
achievement according to student ability. 
c. Teachers are responsible for all students to master basic 
skills according to individual levels of expectancy. 
d, Teachers are responsible for most students to master 
basic skills at their ~rade level. 
e. Teachers are responsible for all students to master all 
basic skills at their grade level, 
85. Ia this scbool wbat do teacbera believe is tbe relatioaabip 
b8tweea· students' ba.e background aad student acbieva.eat? 
a, Home backgrc>und factors are thought to be prime determi-




b. Rome background significantly affects student achieve-
ment. The school does have some impact on achievement 
for some students. 
c. Rome background influences student achievement. The 
school program does reduce relationship to some e~tent 
for most students. 
d. The instructional program results in most students 
mastering most skills regardless of home background 
factors. 
e. There is no significant relationship referred to or 
accepted in this school. All students in this school can 
master basic skills as direct result of the instructional 
program. 
67. In general, bow would you describe the ezpectations of 
teachers in tbla school racardinl student acbiev ... nt? 
A. 
~. P.~pectations are generally low throughout the school. 
b. E~pectations are realistic based upon student character-
istics. There are high expectations for some students 
and low e~pectations for others. 
c. Some taachers have high e~pectations. Many have moderate 
expectations. 
d. High e~pectations on the part of most teachers, but mod-
erate or low on the part of some teachers. 
e. Hi~h e~pectations on the part of nearly all teachers for 
all students. 
68. What percentage of studeats in this school can be eapected to 







71. Do low achieving students in this scbool present .are disci-
pline probleas than otber students? 
a. Most discipline problems are caused by low achieving stu-
dents. 
b. Low-achieving students present frequent discipline pro-
bl~ms. 
c. r.ow-~chieving students cause slightly more discipline 




d, Discipline problems are spread across all categories of 
litudents. 
e, Discipline is not a problem. There is no relationship 
b~tween discipline porblems and student achievement. 
73. Do low-acb1eY1DI studeats aaswer questions as oftea as otber 
studeats iD yoar classraa. dur1DI lar1e 1roup 1astruct1on? 
74. 
a. Low-achievin' students rarely answer questions. They are 
not called upon very often so they will not be 
embarrassed when they do not know the answer. 
b, Low-achieving students answer less often. These students 
are occasionally called upon to answer. 
c, Low-achieving students answer less often than others, 
even though they are called upon regularly, 
d, Nost students respond to questions. There is roughly an 
equal response pattern. Questions are addressed to 
nearly all students. 
e. All students have approximately tbe same number of 
response opportunities 
75. How do you group for matb..atlcs instructloa 1D your 
class roo.? 
76. 
a. Students in this grade are grouped homogeneously. All 
students in the class are on the same level, 
b, There ~re two math groups. Instruction is separate and 
different for each group. · 
c. There are three math groups--high, middle, and 
low--instruction is separate for eacb group. 
d, There is some large group instruction to all students, 
but frequently there is small group--high, middle, 
low--instruction as a follow up. 
P., Nost initial instruction is to a large, mixed, classroom 
group. Follow-up instruction is provided to any students 
who need it. 
77. How do you group for reading iD your classroo.? 
a. Students ln this grade are grouped homogeneously. All 
litudents in the class are on the same level, 
b. There are two reading groups. Instruction is separate 
and dlff~rent for e~ch group, 
c. There are thr~o reading groups--high, middle, and 




d. There is some large group instruction to all students, 
but frequently there is small group--high, middle, and 
low--instruction as a follow-up. 
e. Most initial instruction is to a large, mixed, classroom 
group. Follow-up instruction is provided to any students 
who need it. 
Y. TIKI-ON-TASK 
79. How'aucb time is speat ia JOUr classroo. oa readiac/laacuace 
arts eacb daJ? 
a. l hour or less 
b. 1 hour to 1 hour 20 minutes 
c. 1 hour 21 minutes to 1 hour 40 minutes 
d. 1 hour 41 minutes to 2 hours 
e. More than 2 hours 
80. 
81. Row aucb time is speat ia JOUr classroo. oa .. tbe.atics eacb 
day? 
a. ?.5 minutes or less 
b. 23 t:l '3-\ l'li 1\lltUS 
c. :J5 to 45 minutes 
d. 46 to 52 minutes 
e. !;3 minutes or moro, 
82. 
83. Row are time allot .. ats La basic skill areas deteraiaed ia 
tbis scbool? 
84. 
a. lndividu&l te&chers determine their own schedules. 
b, Gun~ral guidelines are handed down by the 
~dministr~tion. Teachers develop schedules in partial 
comp 1 ia.nce. 
c. The principal develnps a ..:eneral schedule. llecommended 
timP. allotm~nts are ~enerally followed. 
rt. The principal and teachers agree on allocated times. 
Schedules are r~viewed, monitored and/or adjusted if 
necessary. 
e. Allocated tlme in each basic skill area is set with or by 
the principal. 'o "'"clltti'S lillu .,,.lncipal value and monitor 
these time allotments. 
-14-
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85. DuriDI scbeduled ti .. for basic skill instruction bow often 








There are frequent interruptions which significantly 
interfere with instruction. 
There are assemblies, shortened classes, long 
announcements, etc, These are not emergency 
interruptions. 
There are regular but not frequent interruptions on a 
planned basis such as a monthly assembly program. 
Basic skill instructional time occasionally interrupted 
with advance notice. Whenever possible, interruptions 
are planned during non-basic skill time. 
Basic skill instructional time is rarely interrupted. 
Time is protected by administration and faculty. 
87. To wbat eztent do pullout prosra.s (&D7 activit7 wbicb 
requires a student to leave bis/ber re1ular class for 














Pullout programs consistently disrupt and interfere with 
basic skill instruction. 
Pullout programs occasionally interfere with basic skill 
instruction tor certain students. 
Pullout provrams do not affect basic skill instruction in 
a consistent manner. Some programs interfere and some 
supplement. 
Pullout programs generally supplement class instruction. 
There is a minimal negative effect on basic skill 
instruction. 
Pullout programs enhance and supplement basic skill 
instruction. 
wbat eztent do students disrupt instruction duriDI classes 
tbis scbool? 
There ~re very few student disruptions. Class atmosphere 
is very conducive to learning for all. 
There are very few disciplinary disruptions. ~ost 
behavior is task appropriate. 
There ~re occasional class disruptions by students. They 
are not generally significant in disrupting instruction. 





e. Classroom discipline is a problem. There are constant 
student interruptions that disrupt instruction. 
91. lbat perceat of tbe ti .. tbat ia scbeduled tor basic skill 
1aatruct1oa are atudeata aaaigaed ladepeadeat seat work? 




e. 291 or less 
92. 
93. PollowiDI laatructloa, bow do studeata uauallJ pertora oa 
aa&liDed practice work? 
94 
a. There is no consistent pattern. Many students always get 
a high percentage incorrect. 
b. Most students complete assignments. About 501 ot the 
practice is correct. 
c. Generally, students have 50-751 of a practice assignment 
completed correctly. 
d. Students have 75-851 of practice assignments correct. 
This is in line with the teacher's expectation. 
95. Wbat ls tbe tJplcal iastructloaal pattera la ,our class? 
96. 
a. Lessons are largely unstructured. Students select and 
determine instructional sequence and the teacher guides 
them as needed • · 
b. TherP. is much independent student work. The teacher 
usually makes a short presentation to each group or works 
only with individual students. 
c. There is a combination of large group and small group 
work. Instruction is organized around teacher presenta-
tions and student practice after presentation. 
d. The teacher presents the lesson and there is usually some 
student practice with occasional corrective feedback dur-
ing practice. 
e. Instructional events utilize the following format: pre-
sentation by the teacher, practice by the students, feed-
back to the students concerning the correctness of prac-
ticP., and performance by the student. 
-16-
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VI, IIOIUTOBII'fG S'rDDBJft PROGRBSS 
97, lbat use la -.de of standardized teat results ln tbla 
scbool? 
98. 
a. Test infor~atiQn is not used, 
b. Annual tests are used to evaluate th school program in a 
very general way, Review of results is not systematic 
nor speci fie. 
c. Annual teat results are used for program evaluation by 
the principal, Teachers occasionally review the results 
beyond the initial report given by the principal, 
d, Annual test results are an important part of program 
evaluation. Results are systematically reviewed by the 
principal and teachers. 
e, Annual test results are systematically used to evaluate 
the pro~ram objectives. Teachers and principal 
thoroughly review and analyze results for program modifi-
cation. 
99, To wbat eztent do tbe standardized teats ... sure tbe basic 
skills taucbt ln tb1a acbool? 
100. 
a. The standardized testing program is a very accurate and 
valid measure of the basic skills taught in this school. 
b, The standardized testing program, in most cases, matches 
the basic skills that are taught in this school. 
c. There is a moderate match between the standardized test-
ing program and the basic skills taught in this school. 
d. some of the basic skills taught in this school are cov-
ered by the standardized testing program. 
e, There is little or no relationship between the standard-
ized testing program and the basic skills taught in this 
school. 
101. Row often do you assess your students' progress in basic 
skills? 
a. There is no systematic assessment. 
b. A general skill assessment is done at each grading 
period, 
c. Appro~imately every two months there is some formal 
testing of basic skills, 





e. Skill testing follows each instructional unit. Frequent 
and systematic skill testing is done. 
103. Bow do you assess studeat procress iD basic skills? 
104. 
a. There is no systematic assessment. 
b. Progress is checked informally. Correcting students' 
daily work is the usual way. 
c. Chapter or unit tests are used occasionally to check 
skill development. 
d. Criterion-referenced testing at the completion of 
chapters or units are regularly given to check student 
progress. 
e. ~ultlple assess methods are used systematically to check 
student progress. These methods include criterion 
referenced tests, mastery check lists, student work 
samples, chapter and unit tests, etc. 
105. How do you use tbe ioformatioa obtained fro. basic skills 
teatiDI io your classroo.? 
108. 
a. Information is used primarily to "ive students grades. 
b. Informatin is used for grading aod establishiog 
instructional groups. 
c. Information is used !or grading and for planning 
classroom lessons with instructional groups. 
d. Information is used to plan lessons for classroom groups 
and to give feedback. Instruction is somewhat modified 
based upon test results. 
e. Information is used to ,ive specific student feedback and 
to diagnose and prescribe appropriate instruction. 
107. Is tbere a crttertoa-refereaced testiog progr .. to baste 
skill areas in tbis scbool? 
a. There is no criterion-referenced testin,. 
b. There is some criterion-referenced testing in one or two 
grades or classrooms. 
c. Criterion-referenced tests are used in one basic skill 
area throughout the school. 
d. There are CRT programs in two basic skill areas in use 
throughout the school. 
e. Criterion-referenced tests are used in all basic skill 




YII • IOU AND SCHOOL INVOLYBIIBN'I' 
109. How active is tbe pareat orcaaizatioa ia tbis scbool? 
110. 
a. There is an active parent-school (PTA/PTO) group involv-
ing a high percentage of parents. The group actively 
supports the school's instructional program. 
b. There is an active parent organization. Many parents are 
involved. Activities include fund-raising, sponsoring 
school programs, etc. 
c. There is a parent organization. It involves a small per-
centage of parents and is mostly social. 
d. A parent organization exists. It involves a few parents 
and is largely inactive. 
e. No parent organization exists. 
111. To wbat eateat are pareats involved ia tbe scbool? 
112. 
a. There is very little involvement of any kind. 
b. There is occasional parent involvement at planned school 
functions and after specific teacher requests. 
c. Parents are involved in the formal organization, open 
houses and school programs. 
d. There is an active parent group. There is general SUP-
port, but limited direct involvement from parents. 
e. Paren.ts are directly involved in supporting the school 
program. Most parents are involved in a home-school sup-
port effort that promotes student achievement. 
113. lb&t perceatace of your studeata' pareata attend tbe 







115. lbat is discussed at a typical pareat-teacber coafereace? 
a. There are no regularly scheduled parent conferences. 
b. Parents visit the classroom briefly. Tbey view materials 




c. The teacher explains the grades and the report card. 
Parents general questions are answered. 
d. niscussion often is related to specific student achieve-
ment issues. Plans for home-school cooperation for 
skills improvement occasionally results. 
e. Communication is focused on factors directly related to 
student achievement and basic skill mastery. Plans for 
home-school support often result. 
117. What .. thods of c~unicatioa are used betweea pareata aad 
teachers ia this school? 
118. 
a. T~ere is little or no parent communication. 
b. The primary communication is through the report card sent 
home each grading period. There is very little direct 
communication. 
c. Communication is primarily at scheduled conferences, 
meP.tlng•, and through occasional notes sent home. When 
it 1• necessary·, communication increases. 
d. TherP. is formal and informal communication. Conferences 
and phone calls for specific reasons are initiated by 
teachers and parents. 
e. ~ultiple communication techniques are used by parents and 
teachers (e.g., home visits, class newsletters, phone 
calls, school visits, regular notes, etc.) 
119. Row maar teacher coatacta do pareats make/initiate during a 
typical .,Dth? 
120. 
a. ~any parents make many contacts. 
b. Many parents make a few contacts. 
c. Some parents makP. many contacts. 
d. A few parents make a few contacts. 
e. There ~re infr~quent contacts and these are usually in 
crisis situations. 
121. What is the school's policy oa ho.ework? 
a. There is no school policy. 
b. Homework is often assigned by individual teachers, but a 
schoolwide system or policy does not exist. 
c. A written policy does not exist but homework is regularly 
and systeln&tically assigned by most teachers. 
d. A written policy on homework exists. Homework is regu-




e. A written policy on homework exists. Homework is regu-
larly assigned and enforcement of the written policy is 
monitored by teachers and the principal. 
123. lbat la tbe pareata' role la tbe acbool ba.ework policJ? 
124. 
a. There is no school policy and there is no consistent 
parent role. 
b. Parents are aware that most teachers assign homework. If 
asked, some parents may support efforts to monitor home-
work. 
c. Parents are generally supportive of the teachers' efforts 
to insure that homework is completed. 
d, Parents have received the homework policy. Most parents 
understand and accept their role in monitoring homework. 
e. Parents are very aware and supportive of the homework 
policy. Parents and teachers work together· to encourage 
study at home. 








127. Bow do you tblDk pareats would .ark tbia acbool uaiag tbe 
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SAMPLE PROFILE USED IN THE SEI:..rei'ION OF SCHX>LS FOR THE ~IVE OCHOOLS PROORAM 
EI.EMENI'ARY PROFILE 
~L __________________________ __ 
1. Test Scores 
a. Oilifornia .Achievement Test {CATE) - NCE Scores 
b. 
2nd Grade 3rd Grade 4th Grade 
Read Math Read Math Read Math 
Spring '84 44 40 45 42 44 44 
Fall '84 """44 """44 ~ ~ 42 46 
Spring '85 44 45 """47 50 49 48 














5th Grade 6th Grade 
Read Math Read Math 
44 44 43 46 
48 48 44 ~ 
53 """51 45 44 
c. Short Fbrm Test of Academic Aptitude {SFI'AA) and Test of Q)gnitive Skills {'Ia)) 
{ SFI'AA - Standard Scores and TCS - Scale Scores) 
3rd Grade SFI'AA 6th Grade SFI'AA 
lang N::>n-lang 'lbtal lang N::>n-lang 'lbtal 2nd Grade TCS 1984 
1982-83 48 47 48 46 47 46 Sequences 347 
1983-84 48 52 49 46 """51 48 Analogies 323 















Elementary Profile - Page 2 
II. DisciEline - (Time, location and Nurriber of Offenses} - 1984-85 
a. B/S 8-9 9-10 10-11 11-12 12-1 1-2 2-3 A/S 'lbtal 
2 1 6 7 6 4 4 6 6 41 
4.9% 2.4% 14.6% 17.1% 14.6% 9.8% 9.8% 14.6% 12.2% 
b. Classroom Hill Restroan Oife. Oltside &Is Other Total 
18 1 1 2 9 0 9 40 
45.0% 2.5% 2.5% 5.0% 22.5% % 22.5% 
























*Includes 3 of 










VI. Student ~bility for 12-M:>nth Period 1983-84 (Withdrawals & Ehtries} 
14.6 % *Attendance Area Change 
VII. Percent of Students Totally Educated at 'Ibis School (May 1985} 
40 ( 12.5%} Absent fvbre 
than 29 days 
1st Grade 94.5% 
5th Grade 61.7% 
2nd Grade 71.8% 
6th Grade 51.5% 
3rd Grade 68.7% 
7th Grade 50.9% 
4th Grade 50.0% 
----------------------------------------------------------- -
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DEKALB COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM EFFECTIVE 
SCHOOLS PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Effective Schools Project is to 
enable individual schools within the DeKalb County 
School System to become effective schools as specified 
in the characteristics of the Effective Schools 
Assessment Instrument. 
TARGET POPULATION 
The Effective Schools Project focuses 
elementary schools where students 
1. score below the national norm on 
achievement tests: 
2. score below acceptable levels on 
Criterion-Referenced Tests as set by 
State Board of Education: 
3. represent a low socio-economic strata: 
4. represent a highly mobile population. 





Three elementary schools will be designated as pilot 
schools for this project. Three additional elemen-
tary schools will be designated as control schools. 
Both groups of schools will participate in all 
effective school awareness activities during the 
school year and will participate in both ~ and post 
activities. The difference between the pilot schools 
and the control schools will be the intervention 
provided by systemwide resources as requested by the 
local schools. 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION DATES 
This Effective Schools Project is designed to begin 
with awareness activities from May, 1984, through 
August, 1984. The first phase of total school 
involvement will begin in August, 1984, and continue 
through June, 1985. 
PROJECT EVALUATION 
Project evaluation will be based on all aspects of the 
post-project assessments administered. It is anti-
cipated that the pilot schools will show improvement 
in school climate the first year and improvement in 
student performance over a five-year period as based 




The following i terns are needed for implementation of 
the Effective Schools Project: 
Priority 1. Assessment Materials and 
Services for Six (6} Schools 
Priority 2. Special Workshops/Inservices 
for Staffs in Three (3) Schools 
Priority 3. Teacher Training/Release Time 
for Staffs in Three (3) Schools 







OBSERVED BEHAVIOR GUIDE 
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OBSERVED BEHAVIOR GUIDE 
Observed behavior centered around the effective school 
characteristics and the development and implementation of 
the school improvement action plan. Principal and teacher 
responses were recorded in detail and were later coded 
from 1 to 5. The same coding was used for document reviews 
(monthly logs, monitoring records, home/school contact 
logs). The teachers and principals were asked to respond 
to the following questions which probed the process: 
A. General 
1. Who participated in the discussions about the 
Effective School Project? 
2. How important were the discussions of the project 
to this school? 
3. To what extent were the discussions of the project 
related to the school's program and philosophy? 
4. What effective school characteristics were con-
centrated on during the 1984-85 school year? 
5. How were these characteristics decided upon? 
B. Safe and Orderly Environment 
1. Describe the disciplinary climate in this school. 
2. How is discipline handled in this school? 
3. What changes, if any, have occurred during the 
past year to improve the physical environment? 
4. What changes, if any, have occurred to improve the 
learning environment? 
C. School Mission: Goals and Objectives 
1. Is there a statement of purpose for this school 
that guides the instructional program? 
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2. Is there a plan of action for school improvement? 
a. Who participated in the development of the 
school improvement action plan? 
b. How were the goals determined? 
c. How important is this plan to your school? 
D. Instructional Leadership 
1. Describe instructional leadership in this school. 
2. How has the leadership changed since the beginning 
of this project? 
3. What type of instructional assistance does the 
principal provide in this school? 
4. To what extent do you seek the help or a¢vice of 
your principal in relation to instruction? 
5. What type of staff development does your principal 
provide or arrange for instructional improvement? 
E. Expectations 
1. Have the expectations of students changed since 
the beginning of this project? 
2. What factors do you feel contribute to the success 
or failure of students in this school? 
3. Are the boys or the girls more successful in this 
school in the basic skills? 
4. What do teachers typically believe is the relation-
ship between students' home background and student 
achievement in this school? 
5. How do teachers in this school demonstrate their 
expectations to their students? 
F. Time on Task 
1. What changes have been made to increase the time 
on task in this school? 
2. How were these changes decided upon? 
3. How much time is allocated daily to reading and 
mathematics instruction in this school? 
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4. How many instructional 
assigned to each teacher? 
G. Monitoring Student Progress 
groups are generally 
1. Describe the monitoring process in this school? 
2. How flexible is the instructional grouping in this 
school? 
3. How is pacing determined in this school? 
H. Home/School Relations 
1. To what extent are parents involved in this school? 
2. What specific measures have been taken to improve 
home/school relations? 
3. Describe the ways in which teachers and parents 
communicate in this school. 
I. Project 
1. How have the teachers and students in this school 
benefited from your role in the Effective School 
Project? 
2. What suggestions would you make to more fully 
implement the project? 
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1. 'lb inform and roti vate 
staff 
2. 'lb establish purpose: 
improved student 
achievement 
'lb guide the staff in 
identifying characteristics 
that nake an effective 
school clinate 
Brainstorming Session: 
1. What is an effective 
school? 
2. Identifying school needs 
3. Planning for snall group 
meetings with teachers 
1. Fbllow up with other 
teachers based on above; 
do #1 and #1 
2. Receiving staff input 
Inform p:1rents 
¥ey Persons 
Evaluation Methods Persons in Olarge 
Cl:>nnnents and interest Princip:1l Princip:1l 
shown in project and Asst. 
Princip:1l 
List of characteristics Princip:1l 'Ieacher 
named and recorded by and 
the group leadership 
Team 




Cl:>nnnents, suggestions ESP ESP 
resulting from snall Leadership Leadership 
group meetings 'learn 'Ieam 
Menbers Menbers 
Parents • feedback and Assistant Princip:1l 
interest shown in Princip:1l and Asst. 
project Princip:1l 
I<"ey Perscns 
Activities/Events Jlites Expected Oltcomes EWaluation Methods Persons in Cllarge 
'\k>ltmteer September 1. Parent Involvement Nlmiber of participmts leadership leadership 
Parents' Develop. 2. Conservation of teacher Interest shown by Team Team 
Program Stages time for planning and participmts 
evaluating 
Reviewing September l2lp this to be a nore Cl>servation of teacher Assistant Principil 
Research, Time on 26 effective school use of research Princi};al and Asst. 
'!ask, lbnework, Measure of achievement Principil 
Issued notel:x:x:>k from fall to spring 
for storing 
research and info 
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CONNECTICUT SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 
QUESTIONNAIRE t-TEST RESULTS 
FOR TREATMENT GROUP 
n = 1015 
Mean 
Characteristics Mean S.D. Dif 
Environment Pretest 3.80 .005 
.13 
Environment Post test 3.93 .001 
Goals Pretest 3.55 .15 
.89 
Goals Post test 4.44 .OS 
Leadership Pretest 3.30 .15 
.53 
Leadership Post test 3.83 .13 
Expectations Pretest 3.10 .OS 
.66 
Expectations Post test 3.76 .07 
Time-on-Task Pretest 3.36 .14 
.61 
Time-on-Task Post test 3.97 .10 
Monitoring Pretest 3.66 .25 
.77 
Monitoring Post test 4.43 .04 
Home/School Pretest 3.19 .15 
.68 













CONNECTICUT SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 
QUESTIONNAIRE t-TEST RESULTS 
FOR CONTROL GROUP 
n = 1015 
Mean 
Characteristics Mean S.D. Dif 
Environment Pretest 3.39 .14 
-.06 
Environment Post test 3.33 .08 
Goals Pretest 3.52 .13 
.51 
Goals Post test 4.03 .08 
Leadership Pretest 3.39 .08 
.05 
Leadership Post test 3.44 .07 
Expectations Pretest 2.87 .09 
.46 
Expectations Post test 3.33 .08 
Time-on-Task Pretest 3.41 .13 
.16 
Time-on-Task Post test 3.57 .11 
Monitoring Pretest 3.72 .20 
.19 
Monitoring Post test 3.91 .21 
Home/School Pretest 2.92 .14 
.33 
Home/School Post test 3.25 .14 
*E. < .10 
**.e < .05 
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DeKalb County School System 
3770 NOR'nt DECAnJR ROAD. DECAruR, GA 30032 
Mrs. Fannie H. Tartt 
DeKalb County Reading Center 
955 N. Indian Creek 
Clarkston, Georgia 30021 
Dear Mrs. Tartt: 
• 





L-0 . ......, 
O....Liollt-
DMIW.u.-
H.,.lll~ • .lr. 
llaberl R. "-. ._.......,, 
This letter serves as permission for you to conduct your 
dissertation research in the DeKalb School District. 
As you well know, our major focus in the school system is to 
raise the level of student achievement, therefore, you are 
expected to adhere to the following criteria: 
1. There must be an anonymity of the school system personnel 
that may be used in the research. 
2. You cannot interfere nor take away any instructional time of 
students and teachers. 
3. A completed copy of your research should be fi~ed with my 
office. 
Please contact Dr. Null Tucker when you are ready to begin your 
research. 
If I may be of further help, please call me. 
ELB:ocb 
cc: Dr. Null Tucker 
Yours truly, 
~~~··· g. C:../ ~q-, • 
Edward L. Bouie, Sr. 
Associate Superintendent 








Fannie H. Tartt 
3976 Pinehurst Place 
Decatur, Georgia 30034 
Phone: 404-987-3379 
Doctor of Education Degree 
Department of Education Administration and 
Supervision 
Atlanta University (1986) 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Education Specialist Degree 
Curriculum and Instruction/Language Arts 
Georgia State University (1978) 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Master of Education Degree 
Elementary Instruction/Reading 
Tuskegee Institute (1968) 
Tuskegee Institute, Alabama 
Bachelor of Science Degree 
Elementary Instruction 
Tuskegee Institute (1966) 
Tuskegee Institute, Alabama 
DeKalb County Board of Education 
Decatur, Georgia 
1971-Present 
Director, Reading Services (1983) 
Responsible for the overall administration and 
supervision of the Department of Reading Services, 
which includes: 
Remedial Programs in 76 elementary schools 
Lab Programs in 24 high schools and two alterna-
tive schools 
Compensatory Education Programs in 24 elementary 
schools 
Reading Center for diagnostic and clinical service 
Instructional Coordinator 
Responsible for the overall instructional program 
and staff development in seven elementary schools. 





county-wide basis which included writing curricula, 
previewing and selecting materials, and teaching 
staff development courses to principals, teachers, 
and paraprofessionals. 
Data Collector, Performance-Based Certification 
Project/Supportive Supervision (1975-76) 
Assisted in piloting certification project for the 
State of Georgia in DeKalb County Schools, including 
the development and field testing of assessment 
instruments and supportive techniques. 
Reading Specialist, Tilson Elementary School (1974-75) 
Responsible for the testing and placement of 
students in the reading program and for .teaching 
students experiencing reading difficulty. A youth-
tutoring-youth program and a parent-volunteer 
project were implemented under my direction. 
Reading Specialist, Kelley Lake School {1971-74) 
Organized a remedial reading program involving 110 
students and trained two paraprofessionals for a 
laboratory situation. 
Tuskeegee Institute College 
School of Education 
1970-1971 
Coordinator, Career Opportunity Program 
Implemented an educational program for paraprofes-
sionals in the Macon County Schools. Taught college 
courses in methods and materials and techniques for 
teaching the culturally deprived child. Served as 
quest instructor at the University of South Alabama 
(Mobile) for an eight-week training session for 
paraprofessionals in the State of Alabama. 
Muscogee County Schools 
Columbus, Georgia 
Teacher, J. Britt David School 
Taught sixth and seventh grade students language 
arts and mathematics. Coordinated after-school 





Georgia Association of Curriculum, 
Instruction, and Supervision 
International Reading Association 
Georgia Council, International Reading 
Association 
Metro Council, International Reading 
Association 
DeKalb Association of Educators 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development 
DeKalb Administrators Club 
Phi Delta Kappa Honorary Society 
DeKalb Historical Society 
Marital Status: Married, two children ages 
nine and twelve. 
Hobbies: Reading, bowling, and sewing 
Traits: Task oriented, ambitious 
Health: Good 
Birth: September 13, 1944 
Height : 5 ' 6 .. 
Weight: 148 lbs. 
